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ABSTRACT
Student behavior is an important topic that educators must contend with in the current
educational climate. Due to changing laws and movement away from zero tolerance policies,
schools have had to adapt to manage student misbehavior differently. Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports (PBIS) is a common framework that has been adopted to help create
positive behavior change on school campuses when implemented with fidelity; however, teacher
perception is important for implementation fidelity of PBIS. There were two purposes to this
study. The first purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative study was to examine the
difference between teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control with
implementation fidelity of PBIS at schools scoring low, moderate, and high for fidelity of
implementation in order to better inform stakeholders about effective ways to ensure reduced
discipline, thus increased school safety, and a positive school culture, on a middle school
campus. The second purpose of the study was correlational and examined whether there was a
relationship between teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control.
The study used a causal-comparative research design as well as a correlational research design to
address the two research questions. Middle school teachers at schools scored low, moderate, and
high for implementation fidelity of PBIS were surveyed at the end of the 2021 school year. There
were no significant differences in teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of
classroom control at schools scoring low, moderate, and high for implementation fidelity, but
there was a significant relationship between teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of
classroom control.
Keywords: Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports, fidelity, implementation,
teacher perception, behavior, MANOVA, Pearson correlation
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
Student discipline and misbehavior is a common topic in education (Griffiths et al.,
2019). There are many debates as to the best method a school can use to eliminate or reduce
problem behaviors. Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) is one of the ways that
educators have tried to reduce out of school suspensions (OSS) and office discipline referrals
(ODR) (Gage et al., 2018). It is important to understand the context in which the issue of student
misbehavior arises, as well as to the effective use of PBIS supporting educators in eliminating or
reducing problem behaviors, especially at the Middle School level, due to lack of research in this
specific grade range. This chapter identifies the background, the problem, the purpose of the
study, and the significance of the research, concluding with research questions and definitions.
Background
One of the prevalent topics in education today as a foremost problem is the misbehavior
of students and what to do about the misbehavior (Griffiths et al., 2019). A common practice is
to suspend or expel from school; however, when students are suspended or expelled from school,
they lose instructional time and are excluded from school activities (Hashim et al., 2018).
Approximately 3 million students across the United States lose instructional time due to
exclusionary discipline, such as suspensions and expulsions (Bal et al., 2016). Noltemeyer and
Ward (2015) found that the increase in use of suspensions as a way to manage behavior began to
grow in the 1970s. According to Hashim et al. (2018), students enrolled in the secondary schools
are more likely to be suspended or expelled from school. Research supports the position that
OSS do not prevent the misbehavior from occurring again and they do not allow for a safer
school campus (Bal et al., 2016; Gregory et al., 2016). Students who are suspended from school
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have 20% less a chance of graduating high school (Gregory et al., 2016). Furthermore, the use of
exclusionary discipline practices, such as suspension, can create a negative school climate and
school culture (Jean-Pierre & Drummond, 2018; McNeill et al., 2016). The state of California no
longer allows students to be suspended from school for acts of defiance, which can include
telling a teacher “no,” or even rolling one’s eyes in anger (Hasmin et al., 2018). This means that
alternatives to suspension need to be examined and implemented. Many schools have begun to
examine different methods for reducing OSS (Gregory et al., 2016). The historical, social, and
theoretical context to follow provide a means for understanding how and why PBIS limits or
prevents exclusionary discipline.
Historical Context
Student discipline has long been an issue in education; student behavior at school has
been studied since 1928 (Crawshaw, 2015). This means that there have been concerns over
student behavior for almost the last hundred years. Student misbehavior is not a new concept or
problem; according to Crawshaw (2015), educators stated in 1972 that student misbehavior was
the biggest problem in education at the time. In order to combat the behaviors of the students,
schools turned to exclusionary practices, such as suspensions and expulsions (Hatton, 2013).
However, in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s, research showed that if teachers set positive
expectations for their classrooms, explicitly taught behavior, gave positive reinforcement, as well
as logical consequences for behavior, teachers were more successful in the classroom (Sugai &
Horner, 2020).
According to Hatton (2013) there was a steady increase in OSS during the 1990s. It was
not until the 2000s that schools began to analyze the number of students that were excluded from
school (Hatton, 2013). Skiba et al. (2014) state that exclusionary measures, such as OSS, were
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currently on the rise in 2014. These OSS are not just for extreme or violent behaviors, they seem
to be for behaviors that are merely disruptive to the learning environment (Skiba et al., 2014).
Suspending a student off campus is a problem because it does not change the behavior,
nor do they increase safety of a school campus or help create a better school culture (GrasleyBoy et al., 2019). Because of this, according to Grasley-Boy et al. (2019), many educators have
looked into a positive, preventative approach for misbehaviors; this system is PBIS. OSSs are a
big concern because, according to Valdebenito et al. (2019), 3.4 million American students were
suspended out of school. This high number of student suspensions, combined with the data that
shows that if a student is suspended out of school, he or she has 20% less chance of graduating
high school (Gregory et al., 2016), is a cause for concern. This is why educators, both
researchers and those currently practicing, sought out new ways to prevent exclusionary
discipline (Sugai & Horner, 2020).
In 1997 the government reauthorized the Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act
(IDEA), which brought with it a need to address behaviors differently (Sugai & Horner, 2020;
Warren, et al., 2006). With the reauthorization of IDEA, a grant was founded to create a national
Center on PBIS (Sugai & Simonsen, 2012). The University of Oregon won the grant due to the
work the university had completed in the 1980s (Sugai & Simonsen, 2012). The term PBIS came
into being in 1996, before IDEA was reenacted (Sugai & Horner, 2020). In 2007, PBIS began to
take a more defined shape, with specific tiers for implementation (Sugai & Horner, 2020). Of
importance is the fact that PBIS is designed to be implemented school-wide in order to prevent
the behaviors from occurring and build a positive school culture (Warren et al., 2006). In 2014,
PBIS was extended to try and reduce issues of bullying and to create safer schools (Sugai &
Horner, 2020). PBIS prevents exclusionary discipline, improving school culture and changing
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student behavior; this has a big impact socially by creating a school environment that is inclusive
and supportive of the whole child.
Social Context
Exclusionary discipline does not work at correcting problem behavior, and it can lead to
disproportionality of discipline (Achilles et al., 2007). The use of punitive and negative
discipline can potentially lead to even more problem behavior, which can then lead to a student
dropping out of school and being unable to maintain positive adult relationships as an adult
(Simonsen & Sugai, 2013). Exclusionary discipline can lead to more students with disabilities
receiving OSS than their peers without disabilities (Achilles et al, 2007). This lends itself to
discrimination of those with disabilities. The intent of IDEA is to protect those with disabilities,
not discriminate (Sugai & Horner, 2020). Historically, minority students also receive
exclusionary discipline more readily than those of the majority group (Achilles et al, 2007; Gage
et al., 2018). This can also lead to discrimination and disproportionality of discipline within
schools. PBIS is put in place to prevent OSS and ODRs, and to hopefully avoid disproportionate
discipline (Gage et al., 2018). When implementing PBIS with fidelity, students are taught
appropriate behaviors and learn how to behave appropriately in society (Carr et al, 2002). Thus,
when implemented with fidelity, the quality of the student’s life will be enhanced, positively
impacting society (Carr et al., 2002).
PBIS implementation also impacts school culture to create a more positive environment
(George et al., 2018). This is important because, according to Pittarn et al. (2015), negative
teaching behavior can lead to depression in students. PBIS promotes positive teaching behaviors
to promote a positive culture on campus (Maier et al., 2018; Houchens et al., 2017; Kimball et
al., 2017). PBIS is supported by one theoretical framework.
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Theoretical Framework
The main theory guiding the PBIS framework is theory of applied behavior analysis
developed by Baer et al. (1968). According to Sugai and Horner (2006), PBIS is directly tied to
applied behavior analysis because the focus of PBIS is to analyze the behavior of the student
based on the context of the behavior in the student’s environment. The theory of applied
behavior analysis (Baer et al., 1968) framed this study.
Applied behavior analysis is defined by breaking down the three terms distinctly (Baer et
al., 1968). Applied means that what is being studied has value and meaning in being studied;
there is a relationship between the behavior and what is causing the behavior (Baer et al., 1968).
Behavior refers to the physical acts of the subject in study and must be measured precisely (Baer
et al., 1968). Analysis refers to determining if there is a change in the behavior and what caused
that change in behavior (Baer et al., 1968). Applied behavior analysis is the analysis of behavior
in action that has meaning and purpose (Baer et al., 1968). It is looking at real problems in actual
context and analyzing the outcome (Baer et al., 1968). Sugai and Horner (2006) tie applied
behavior analysis to PBIS by pointing out that changing the environment can impact behavior.
Problem Statement
There have been many research studies conducted about the effectiveness of PBIS in
reducing student discipline while improving school culture (Chafee et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2018;
McNeill et al., 2016). However, the problem with the bulk of the studies is that they are not
specific enough to be generalizable, especially toward middle schools, they broadly cover an
entire state and not a specific demographic, and they tend to either classify middle schools with
elementary schools or middle schools with high schools so the data regarding middle schools
specifically can be skewed (Kim et al., 2018; McNeill et al., 2016; Chafee et al., 2017).
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Many different studies have been conducted regarding the effectiveness of fidelity to
PBIS implementation and the reduction of OSS (Noltemeyer et al., 2019; Pas et al., 2019; Ryoo
et al., 2017). These studies all had different results. One study found that fidelity to
implementation reduced suspensions if the fidelity to implementation was very high (Pas et al,
2019). Another study did not show any statistical significance with fidelity to implementation
(Ryoo et al, 2017). A study conducted by Noltemeyer et al (2019) showed that over time there is
a reduction in suspensions when PBIS is implemented with fidelity. These different research
studies do not have the same results and show that PBIS implementation fidelity works at some
schools, while it does not work as well at others. These studies point to the fact that more
research needs to be conducted about the effectiveness of PBIS at reducing student discipline.
The PBIS framework is built to help and support students when implemented with
fidelity. PBIS is widely used as a method for preventing student misbehavior, and it needs to be
implemented with fidelity and have full support from the staff if it is to have a positive impact on
the students. The problem is that if PBIS is not implemented correctly students do not gain the
needed positive results that the program promises.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative, causal-comparative and correlational study was to
examine the difference between teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom
control with implementation fidelity of PBIS at schools scoring low, moderate and high for
fidelity of implementation in order to inform stakeholders about effective ways to ensure reduced
discipline, thus increased school safety, on a middle school campus. The variables were: fidelity
of implementation of PBIS (the independent variable), teacher perception of PBIS (dependent
variable), and teacher perception of classroom control (dependent variable). Fidelity of
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implementation of PBIS is the percentage in which PBIS is being implemented or utilized
school-wide (Kim et al, 2018). Teacher perception of PBIS is what the teachers actually think
about the framework and implementation (Filter & Brown, 2019). Teacher perception of
classroom control is how teachers feel about control in their classroom, how they respond to
behavior and how they design lessons (Feuerborn et al., 2015).
The population studied consisted of six middle schools in a low-socioeconomic area in
Southern California that had been implementing PBIS for over three years. Each middle school
had a different level of implementation fidelity, the ratings consisting of low fidelity, moderate
fidelity, and high fidelity. This current study examined the difference between implementation
fidelity at the middle schools rated low, moderate, and high with teacher perception of PBIS and
teacher attitude and beliefs about classroom control. The independent variable in this research
was the level of implementation fidelity of the school (the rating being high, moderate, or low)
and the dependent variables were the perception of the teachers with regard to implementation of
PBIS as well as the teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom control. This study also correlated
teacher perception of PBIS with teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom control.
Significance of the Study
Significance is important to examine because it details whether there is a purpose for the
research. It should be examined theoretically, empirically, and practically. This study was
significant because it added to the body of knowledge theoretically, empirically, and practically.
Theoretical Significance
The theory behind PBIS is the theory of applied behavior analysis. This current study
tested this theory. Applied behavior analysis supports analyzing behavior change through
changes in the environment (Sugai & Horner, 2006). Baer et al (1968) state that behaviors should
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be analyzed in context and with precision to determine whether the behaviors are changing based
on the change in the environment. PBIS is directly rooted in applied behavior analysis because
the focus is about changing school culture in order to impact student behavior positively (Carr et
al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006). This study analyzed teacher perception of PBIS and classroom
control and how it relates to fidelity of implementation of PBIS. This added to the theoretical
literature by supporting the idea that the environment and the people in the environment have a
strong impact on creating positive behavioral change.
Empirical Significance
This study added to the research literature because it is a quantitative study regarding the
perceptions teachers have of PBIS as it relates to the implementation fidelity at their school.
Several qualitative studies have been conducted regarding teacher perception of PBIS (Bambara
et al., 2012; George et al., 2018; Hershfeldt et al., 2012; Jean-Pierre & Drummond, 2018;
Kimball et al., 2017; Maier et al., 2018) and they all found that teacher perception of PBIS has an
impact on fidelity. This study was significant because it examined the difference in teacher
perception of PBIS as well as teacher perception of classroom control quantitatively as it relates
to different tiered levels of implementation (low, moderate, and high). Feuerborn and Tyre
(2017) found that further research needs to be conducted to determine whether there is a
connection between teacher perception of PBIS and the level of implementation fidelity at the
school site. Teacher perception should have an impact on implementation fidelity, but was found
in this research, that it does not necessarily have an impact. This was important to examine
because it showed that teacher perception of PBIS does not specifically determine why the
school might have the implementation level of low, moderate, or high. This data could help
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schools that are struggling with implementation fidelity make informed decisions about how to
improve implementation. This study also had practical significance.
Practical Significance
This study provided middle school administrators with data that provided information
about the behavior programs they are implementing at their schools. The study provided data
regarding the difference in how teachers perceive PBIS at schools with different implementation
levels. Implementation fidelity is important to the success of PBIS (Duhon et al., 2008; KingSears et al., 2018). The research indicates that many different schools are implementing PBIS,
but there are mixed reviews as to the success of implementation (Kim et al., 2018; Madigan et
al., 2016; Noltemeyer et al., 2019). This study provided insight as to why some schools struggle
with implementation by analyzing teacher perception of PBIS and classroom control as it relates
to implementation fidelity. This is important for practitioners to better support their school sites
with implementation. This study also determined that there is a correlation between teacher
perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control. This supports school leaders and
helps them understand the connection so they can better support their school sites with improved
implementation.
Research Questions
RQ1: Is there a difference between teacher perception of Positive Behavior Interventions
and Supports (PBIS) and teacher perception of classroom control by school PBIS fidelity of
implementation levels of low, moderate, and high?
RQ2: What is the relationship between teacher perception of Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports and teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom control?
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Definitions
1. Disciplinary exclusion - The procedure of removing a student from a class, with the
student missing instruction, for a certain time period, sometimes indefinitely
(Grasley-Boy et al., 2019).
2. OSS – Out of School Suspension. The act of removing a student from school for an
extreme behavior; excluding a student from school (Skiba et al., 2014).
3. ODR –Office Disciplinary Referral. The act of a teacher removing a student from the
classroom and sending the student to the office; excluding a student from class (Kim
et al., 2018).
4. PBIS –Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports. A systematic, three-tiered
approach, to preventing problem behavior and improving school culture (Noltemeyer
et al., 2019).
5. Fidelity of Implementation –The framework or program is fully in place in order to
have the desired impact on student outcomes (King-Sears et al., 2018)
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
A comprehensive review of the research regarding Positive Behavioral Interventions and
Supports (PBIS) was conducted to locate studies that investigate the impact of PBIS on students’
behavior as well as academic achievement. This chapter gives an overview of the current
research pertaining to the impact of PBIS on students’ behavior and academic achievement. The
first section reviews the theories related to PBIS and the implementation thereof. The second
section focuses on fidelity measures to implementation that are vital to the success of PBIS.
Next, this review provides a synthesis of the current research pertaining to implementation of
PBIS in schools and the effectiveness of that implementation. In conclusion, after the extensive
review of the literature, a gap in the literature is addressed to point to further studies needed to
determine the effectiveness of PBIS.
Theoretical Framework
The framework for PBIS is based on the main theory of applied behavior analysis (Carr
et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006). However, two other theories that are integrated into the
framework are Skinner’s (1937) theory of operant conditioning and Brofenbrenner’s (1979)
ecological systems theory (Carr et al., 2002). These theories illustrate the rationale behind PBIS
and help define the reasoning behind the framework. The theories distinctly explain why PBIS
should work in a school setting, but do not clearly define what PBIS is; applied behavior analysis
clearly outlines the framework of PBIS and how it creates a culture that emphasizes positive
changes in behavior (Carr et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006).
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Theory of Operant Conditioning
The theory of operant conditioning is simple: behavior can be changed in response to a
stimulus that reinforces that behavior (Skinner, 1937). PBIS is about preventing behavior, but the
framework also supports helping change problem behaviors in children. According to Skinner
(1937), in order to control behavior, there must be reinforcement, either positive or negative to
effect change in the behavior. Skinner (1937) also suggested that if behaviors were not
reinforced, they would go away. This idea helps create the PBIS framework because one of the
strong components to PBIS is the positive reinforcement for positive behaviors (Kelm et al.,
2014). Skinner’s (1937) theory directly relates to the idea in PBIS that behaviors can be
positively reinforced and changed through positive reinforcement.
Split et al. (2016) expressed in their research that based on the theory of operant
conditioning, a teacher can prevent or eliminate problem behaviors in the classroom by using
positive praise. They found that when a teacher reprimanded a student in the class there were
more behavior problems than when a teacher used praise or positive reinforcement (Split et al.,
2016). Their findings support the theory of operant conditioning: positive reinforcement can
work to prevent or change student behavior from a negative behavior to a positive behavior.
Albaiz and Ernest (2015) discuss how Skinner’s theory of operant conditioning can help
change behaviors in the classroom. They state that positive reinforcers will increase the chance
that the desired behavior will occur again in the future if there is a positive consequence, while
negative reinforcers will increase the chance of the desired behavior happening again in the
future but based on a negative consequence, such as a failing grade (Albaiz & Ernest, 2015).
They then explain the difference between negative and positive punishment, with a negative
punishment likened to giving extra homework for a failing grade and positive punishment would
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be taking recess away if the student is not paying attention in class (Albaiz & Ernest, 2015). The
theory of operant conditioning is important to examine when analyzing the effective
implementation of PBIS because PBIS largely deals with Skinner’s positive reinforcers and
scales away from negative reinforcers (Dwarika, 2019). Dwarika (2019) found that it is
incredibly important that teachers know that positive reinforcement is a valuable tool to utilize
when managing a classroom. Through her research she found that teachers noticed that using
positive based strategies in the classroom did reduce problem behaviors.
Skinner’s (1937) theory of operant conditioning looks at positive and negative
reinforcement as well as positive and negative punishment. As mentioned PBIS utilizes positive
reinforcement strategies to support behavior change on campus. Krach et al. (2017) found in
their research that teachers use the PBIS strategies, but they are targeting the negative behaviors,
not promoting the positive behaviors. While the teachers are utilizing Skinner’s (1937) theory,
they are not using the important part that is the main purpose of PBIS, which is a positive based
intervention. This is important to understand when examining perception of PBIS in a school
setting. Another theory that supports the framework behind PBIS is the ecological systems
theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).
Ecological Systems Theory
Bronfenbrenner (1979) describes the ecological environment by using the metaphor of
nested Russian dolls; the dolls that start with a large doll on the outside, and within are many
different layers of smaller dolls. He uses this to illustrate how the environment surrounding the
individual is connected (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Ecological systems theory was created to
explain the interconnected relationship between a person and the environment (Bronfenbrenner,
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1979). The dolls are used to describe the different levels of connectedness an individual has with
the surrounding environment.
There are four levels of interconnectedness with every individual, according to
Bronfenbrenner (1979). The first level is the immediate family of the individual, the second level
is the influence of school on the child or work on the adult, the third level is the outside
environment away from the child, such as society or culture, and the last level is any changes
that occur over time that impact the individual (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). This theory suggests that
there is no one thing that impacts an individual’s behavior, but rather an interconnected system
that impacts the individual in a multitude of ways.
PBIS is supported by Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory because the PBIS framework is
geared toward creating a positive school culture that engages all students (Kelm et al., 2014).
Bronfenbrenner’s theory suggests that the impact of home, school, and the outside community all
affect a child and needs to be accounted for when analyzing student behavior. PBIS supports
bridging community, home, and school to better support students, and is drawn from the theory
of ecology.
PBIS consists of three tiers of support (Bradshaw et al., 2015; Gage et al., 2018; Kelm et
al., 2014). Students need different levels of support at each level (Horner & Sugai, 2015).
Applying Bronfenbrenner’s theory allows educators to develop wraparound approaches to
support students that have a higher tiered need of support in the school setting (Fallon &
Mueller, 2017). Wraparound approaches to student support attempt to bring together all
individuals that have a direct relationship to the child, whether it is familial or social (Fallon &
Mueller, 2017; Eber et al., 2002). Fallon and Mueller (2017) found that when utilizing the
wraparound approach, the negative behavior of students decreased in all environments. This
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supports Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory that all individuals around a child are important in
guiding a child toward appropriate behavior. Wraparound services are used congruent to the
PBIS framework to support behavior change on school campuses (Fallon & Mueller, 2017).
PBIS and wraparound should be integrated to provide optimal support to students who are
struggling behaviorally (Eber et al., 2002). Bronfenbrenner (1979) expressed that all who come
in contact with a child impact the child and are needed to influence change within that child. The
PBIS framework is designed to provide the support and services children need to be successful in
school (Fallon & Mueller, 2017; Eber et al., 2002).
Dwarika (2019) conducted qualitative research to examine how Bronfenbrenner’s (1979)
theory related to teacher perception of classroom behavior and implementation of PBIS. She
found that teachers felt that many of the behaviors that happen in the school day are a result of
something that happened at home. The teachers also felt that there needed to be a home-school
connection in order for behaviors to be managed at school (Dwarika, 2019). The researcher
pointed out the importance of the home, school, and environment connection in managing
student behavior and improving school culture and climate (Dwarika, 2019). This directly
correlates with Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory that all elements in the surrounding environment
directly influence a child, whether it be behaviorally or academically.
Applied Behavior Analysis
The theory that frames this study is the theory of applied behavior analysis (Baer et al.,
1968). While PBIS is rooted in Skinner’s (1937) theory of operant conditioning and related to
Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory, it most closely aligns with applied behavior
analysis (Carr et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006). This is because PBIS is about making a
systemic change to the school culture in order to have a direct impact on making positive
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behavioral change in schools (Carr et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006). Applied behavior
analysis is about analyzing behaviors as they occur in the natural environment, the context of the
behavior being incredibly important (Baer et al., 1968).
Applied behavior analysis is analyzing behavior by the importance of the behavior
change, the measure used to quantify the change, the specific reason for the behavior change, the
procedures that caused the change, and the value of the effectiveness of all the procedures that
caused the behavior change (Baer et al., 1968). This means that applied behavior analysis is
about focused, clear, and systematic approaches to behavior change (Baer et al., 1968). This is
applied to PBIS through a prevention-based framework using evidence-based practices and
implementing new systems for change (Sugai & Horner, 2006).
The PBIS framework is developed from years of research into applied behavior analysis
(Carr et al., 2002). Carr et al. (2002) and Sugai and Horner (2006) both state that PBIS is based
on the idea that effective practices must be put into place for systemic change, involving all
stakeholders. Applied behavior analysis is analyzing behaviors in context as they occur (Baer et
al., 1968) and trying to determine the motivation behind the behavior in order to prevent the
behavior from occurring (Carr et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006). PBIS is rooted in applied
behavior analysis because the framework of PBIS is grounded in preventing behavior from
occurring through positive interventions while clearly defining school-wide systems that support
all students and are implemented by all stakeholders (Car et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006).
This is why applied behavior analysis framed this current study. Several research studies (George
et al., 2018; Jean-Pierre & Drummond, 2018; Larson, 2015; Pas et al., 2014) have been
conducted regarding the effectiveness of PBIS as it relates to improving school culture, reducing
misbehavior, and improving academics.
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Related Literature
When analyzing the effectiveness of PBIS, it is important to look at studies regarding
implementation, fidelity of implementation, and the effects of implementation on a school
campus. After fully examining these areas, further research needs can be determined to better
support the implementation of PBIS in schools.
Implementation of PBIS
PBIS has been implemented nationwide; “in 2014, nearly 20,000 schools across the USA
have implemented PBIS” (Yeung et al., 2016, p. 146). There have been many studies regarding
successful implementation of PBIS (Bradshaw et al., 2015; Gage et al., 2018; Kelm et al., 2014).
The basis for PBIS is to create a positive culture change and put structures, or systems, in place
to prevent problem behaviors from occurring on campus (Bradshaw et al., 2015). In order for
successful implementation of PBIS, staff and students must work together to create uniform
behavioral expectations across campus, create a system of incentives for students who
demonstrate positive behavior, and create a system for tracking data to ensure the supports are
working and to examine what needs to improve (Bradshaw et al., 2015).
Successful implementation of PBIS requires school wide systems to be put in place
(George et al., 2018; Jean-Pierre & Drummond, 2018; Larson, 2015; Pas et al., 2014). When the
systems are not in place, PBIS is not as successful. Schelling and Harris (2016) found that
systems are not fully in place at alternative schools serving students with disabilities. They
surmised that if alternative schools had systems firmly in place, there would be a better outcome
for student behavior at schools serving students with disabilities (Schelling & Harris, 2016).
Larson (2015) highlights the importance of teacher professional development to support
the implementation of PBIS. George et al. (2018) supports the importance of professional
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development for teachers but delves deeper into examining what types of supports a school needs
for better implementation. George et al. (2018) and Mathews et al. (2014) found that
implementation of PBIS was more successful when there were PBIS teams put in place as well
as coaches that could support teachers in the classroom and the PBIS teams to ensure everyone
had the tools, structures, and supports needed to implement the systems correctly and
successfully. Cavanaugh and Swan (2015) also found that coaching support for staff
implementing PBIS is critical for successful implementation. There are three tiers that make up
the structure of PBIS (Bradshaw et al., 2015; Gage et al., 2018; Kelm et al., 2014). According to
Jean-Pierre & Drummond (2018) and Pas et al. (2014) it is important that these structures, or
tiers, are put in place school wide for successful implementation.
Structure of PBIS
In order to implement PBIS effectively, there must be a sound structure in place
consisting of three tiers (Bradshaw, et al., 2015; Gage et al., 2018; Kelm, et al., 2014). The first
tier of PBIS supports all students and includes a variety of elements that need to be in place in
order for implementation to be successful (Bradshaw et al., 2015; Gage et al., 2018; Kelm et al.,
2014). The first tier must consist of a PBIS team that is composed of a variety of different staff
members, a behavior coach that can support the team and implementation process, clearly
defined behavioral expectations for all students, behavior lesson plans so that all students know
the behavior expectations, a defined disciplinary system for problem behaviors, and a system that
is formalized to track and monitor data (Bradshaw et al., 2015). In order for the first tier to be
successfully implemented, teachers must a) clearly explain the behavioral and academic
expectations of the school that have been agreed upon by the school PBIS team, b) regularly and
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consistently acknowledge the appropriate, desired behaviors displayed by the students, and c)
consistently assign consequences for undesirable behavior (Strickland et al., 2019).
The second tier of PBIS is geared toward students who do not respond positively to the
first tier of intervention (Kelm et al., 2014). Eber et al. (2002) state that only about 5% to 15% of
students fall into the second tier in the PBIS framework, requiring more concentrated support.
This requires targeted intervention to help this small population of students make better choices
(Gage et al., 2018; Kelm et al., 2014). Goodman-Scott et al. (2017) found that small group
support could be a possible intervention for students with tier 2 needs at a school site. The small
group support must be geared toward targeting the particular skills, or deficits, that the students
in this group are lacking (Strickland-Cohen et al., 2019).
The final tier of PBIS is for those students in which the first two tiers of intervention and
supports is unsuccessful in supporting (Gage et al., 2018; Kelm et al., 2014). According to Eber
et al. (2002), only 1% to 7% of students fall into the third tier in the PBIS framework, requiring
the most intense supports and more intensive interventions. The third tier of support for students
is the most intense form of support and the wraparound process is used in this third tier (Eber et
al., 2002; Fallon & Mueller, 2017). According to Strickland-Cohen et al. (2019) this is the tier in
which the PBIS team creates behavior support plans for students in need so that they can have
clearly defined, targeted intervention and support to help change the undesirable behaviors to
desirable behavior.
Longevity
One of the most important elements of implementation of PBIS is longevity, or
continuous implementation of PBIS, to see the behavior and culture change over time. Research
has shown that when PBIS is analyzed over time there is a positive correlation between reduction
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in problem behaviors and PBIS (Kim et al., 2018; Madigan et al., 2016). Magidan et al. (2016),
emphasized the importance of fidelity to the program for success over time, but showed in their
study that there was a positive outcome with reduction to behavior when implemented over time.
Lee and Gage (2019) conducted a meta-analysis of literature on the effectiveness of PBIS in
schools in reducing school discipline while raising academic achievement. They found that
overall PBIS does support a positive outcome in reduction of behaviors, as well as an increase in
academic achievement, but their analysis mainly consisted of elementary schools; there were
only three middle schools in their study (Lee & Gage, 2019). More research needs to be
conducted to help determine the effectiveness of PBIS at middle schools specifically.
Longevity is also important to implementation because Nese et al. (2016) found in their
research that if PBIS is going to be abandoned, it will be abandoned in the first three years.
McIntosh, Mercer, Nese et al. (2016) found that PBIS is abandoned in either year 1 or year 3 of
implementation. Nese et al. (2016) found that schools located in the city and Title I schools were
more likely to abandon PBIS than suburban schools or schools not labeled at Title I, while
McIntosh, Mercer, Nese et al. (2016) found that schools that have more resources are more likely
to sustain implementation of PBIS than schools that lack resources. McIntosh, Mercer, Nese et
al. (2016), also found that PBIS tends to be abandoned more at the middle school or high school
level. This is important to note because it brings forth the question as to why middle and high
schools abandon PBIS more than the elementary counterparts. In order to sustain PBIS over time
the systems must be implemented schoolwide as well as in the classroom (Mathews et al., 2014).
McIntosh et al. (2013) discovered that in order to sustain implementation, PBIS must be a
priority, there must be teams that use data, the district must prioritize PBIS, and there must be a
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system for capacity building. When a system is abandoned, the people abandon the system, so
perception is important to consider when implementing PBIS.
Teacher Perceptions
Another important factor to consider when implementing PBIS is the perceptions of the
teachers. Teacher perception of the program could directly impact fidelity to implementation. An
important part of teacher perception is a teacher’s self-efficacy (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012). Selfefficacy is defined as the teacher having the perception that he or she can have an effect on
student outcomes (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012). Kelm and McIntosh (2012) found that at schools
with fidelity to implementation of PBIS, teachers had a higher level of self-efficacy than at
schools that were not implementing PBIS. This result suggests that PBIS can impact teacher
perception of the impact they have on student outcomes. Sørlie et al. (2016) also found that over
a three-year time period of implementing PBIS teacher self-efficacy increased. After three years
of implementation teachers felt much more prepared to deal with the challenging behaviors they
find in the classroom (Sørlie et al., 2016). Their research also showed not just an increase in selfefficacy, but an increase in collective efficacy, meaning the school as a whole was better at
managing challenging behaviors; this was based on teacher perception (Sørlie et al., 2016).
While this research is promising, teacher perception can also have a negative impact.
According to Feuerborn et al. (2019) and Houchens et al (2017), there are barriers to
implementation when the staff has a negative perception of PBIS. Another study showed that the
teacher perception of student behavior effected implementation of PBIS (Wienen et al., 2018).
The researchers found that if the teacher’s perception of problem behaviors is negative, then
PBIS is not implemented successfully, but if it is positive, then PBIS is implemented
successfully (Wienen et al., 2018). This directly affects the effective implementation of PBIS and
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highlights the importance of teacher perception with regard to implementation. Feuerborn and
Tyre (2017) found that there was a difference in staff perception of PBIS at the elementary and
the secondary school level. Elementary staff had a more positive perception of PBIS than
secondary staff (Feuerborn & Tyre, 2017). In their study, Feuerborn and Tyre discovered that
even if the secondary school was implementing PBIS their perception of PBIS was still lower
than elementary schools. Feuerborn and Tyre suggest that this could be because secondary
schools are more complex than elementary schools and it could be hard to reach consensus at a
secondary site. Feuerborn and Tyre determined in their study that further research needs to be
conducted to find out whether there is a connection between teacher perception of PBIS and the
level of implementation fidelity at the school site.
Teachers feel that in order to enable successful implementation of PBIS there must be
training for the staff and ongoing support (Bambara et al., 2012). Pinkelman et al. (2015) also
found that there are varying elements that teachers associate with enabling PBIS to be
implemented at the school. The teachers in their research found that staff buy-in was incredibly
important to enable PBIS, as well as a supportive administrative team, consistency with
implementation, training, analyzing data, and having a solid PBIS philosophy on campus
(Pinkelman et al., 2015). When teachers perceive these elements are in place, implementation of
PBIS is stronger (Pinkelman et al., 2015).
The varying perspectives of teachers regarding PBIS can have either a positive or a
negative impact on the school culture and climate. Kimball et al. (2017) found that
implementation of PBIS can help reframe the deficit mindset of a teacher toward a positive
mindset, in which the teachers begin to view the student positively, instead of negatively. The
researchers noted in their study that implementation of PBIS caused a positive change in the
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campus and a positive change in the interactions between adults and students (Kimball et al.,
2017). Dwarika (2019) found in her study that teachers felt they were unprepared to deal with
problem behaviors and that teacher apathy and frustration lead to misbehavior. This perspective
is important because it suggests that a negative perspective could be a barrier toward positive
implementation of PBIS. Teacher perception directly impacts successful implementation of PBIS
(Dwarika, 2019; Feuerborn et al., 2019; Feuerborn & Tyre, 2017; Kimball et al., 2017; Wienen
et al., 2018) and can be a barrier toward successful implementation.
Teacher Perceived Barriers to Implementation. Qualitative research is open ended and
allows the researcher to ask anecdotal questions to understand a problem (Creswell & Creswell,
2018). As cited in several studies (Bambara et al., 2012; George et al., 2018; Hershfeldt et al.,
2012; Jean-Pierre & Drummond, 2018; Kimball et al., 2017; Maier et al., 2018) the teachers feel
that one of the biggest barriers to successful implementation of PBIS is support of the
administrative team. Maier et al. (2018) found that teachers feel that the administrative team does
not support them with implementation of PBIS or with the problem behaviors of students.
Hershfeldt et al. (2012) and Kimball et al. (2017) found that the key to successful
implementation is complete administrative support, which translates to teachers having the
perception that the administrators support them, not administrators thinking they are providing
the support. Pinkelman et al. (2015) and Strickland-Cohen et al. (2019) also found that lack of
administrative support and staff support is a barrier to implementation of PBIS.
Teachers also feel that another barrier to implementation is getting all staff members to
buy-in to PBIS (Kimball et al., 2017). Jean-Pierre and Drummond (2018) agreed with this
finding and determined that in order for PBIS to be successful there must be full staff support of
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the system, which could be difficult to obtain. Staff ownership of PBIS is crucial in successful
implementation of PBIS school wide (Andreou et al., 2015).
Another barrier to implementation is a lack of resources and a lack of parent support at
the school or site level (Pinkelman et al., 2015). Pinkelman et al. (2015) also found that teachers
felt some barriers to implementation were the climate of the school, the time it takes to
implement, and the different priorities of the different staff members. These elements can be seen
as a barrier to the work of putting the new positive system in place. Andreou et al. (2015)
similarly found that PBIS must be a part of the school culture, or it will be a barrier to
implementation.
Kimball et al. (2018) and Andreou et al. (2015) found that teachers felt a final barrier to
implementation is teacher turnover. It is challenging to maintain a program when teachers are not
consistently at a school site (Kimball et al., 2018). Jean-Pierre and Drummond (2018) found this
in their research as well; consistency is the key to successful implementation. Teacher turnover
does not provide the consistency needed for successful implementation. Teacher perception is
important to analyze when examining PBIS implementation because the teachers are the people
who are implementing the framework. Further research needs to examine perceptions of teachers
who are implementing PBIS so that implementation can be successful at school sites.
Middle School Teachers Perception of Implementation. Tyre at al. (2020) conducted
qualitative research to determine specifically what middle school teachers’ concerns were about
implementation of PBIS at the middle school level. The concerns that they uncovered were
similar to the other research regarding perceived barriers to implementation of PBIS as
mentioned earlier. They found that middle school teachers had a great concern about staff
consistency of implementation (Tyre et al., 2020). Similarly, Feuerborn et al. (2016) found that
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teachers believe that while teaching staff will say that they will implement PBIS, they will
actually not participate in implementing the change. The teachers felt that not all staff on their
respective school sites supported the implementation of PBIS, which does not make the system
work school wide (Tyre et al., 2020). Feuerborn et al. (2016) also found that middle school and
high school teachers not only did not support the implementation but did not agree with the
philosophy of PBIS. They also found that middle and high school teachers feel it is too late to try
and change the behavior of middle and high school students because it is too late, or the students
are too old to make the change (Feuerborn et al., 2016).
Another concern of the middle school teachers was that not all staff members supported
PBIS, which makes it ineffective on the school campus (Tyre et al., 2020). Many teachers felt
that while the first tier of implementation works, there is not enough attention paid to the second
two tiers, meaning the students who need the most support are not getting the supports they need
(Tyre et al., 2020). Consistency in discipline was also a major concern of the teachers; they felt
that students were not disciplined the same (Tyre et al., 2020). Along similar lines, they felt that
the support from parents was not consistent (Tyre et al., 2020). The teachers felt that without
support from home PBIS might not be effective at changing school culture (Feuerborn et al.,
2016; Tyre et al., 2020). Feuerborn et al. also found that teachers felt the stress of work as well
as negative attitudes of middle and high school teachers were a concern for implementing PBIS
at a school site. These concerns expressed from middle school teachers are important because
they could impact implementation of PBIS at specifically the middle school level. Qualitative
research gives the overarching ideas, but quantitative research should be conducted to see if there
is a link between teacher perception and implementation of PBIS.
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Administrator Perception of Implementation. Teachers felt that one of the barriers to
implementation was lack of support from administration (Pinkelman et al., 2015).
Administrators, or principals, also perceive challenges toward implementation school-wide.
Administrators feel that it can be difficult to get the staff to buy-in to the new systems (McIntosh
et al., 2016). Like the teachers feel that coaching is important (Cavanagh & Swan, 2015;
Strickland-Vohen et al., 2019), administrators feel that having teams with coaching support will
help with implementation (McIntosh et al., 2016). Administrators also agree with the teachers
that in order for there to be successful implementation of PBIS, there must be complete staff
support of the system (Andreou et al., 2015; McIntosh et al., 2016). Another factor that
administrators say is a struggle with full implementation is the time commitment to the change
(McIntosh et al., 2016). In order for there to be longevity with PBIS, there must be a firm time
commitment, without the commitment, the program will not be sustained (McIntosh et al., 2016;
Strickland-Cohen et al., 2019). The perception of administrators is similar to the perception of
teachers and important to note when discussing implementation of PBIS. Another perception that
is important for implementation is the perception of classified staff.
Classified Staff Perception of Implementation. Feuerborn et al. (2018) conducted
qualitative research to understand classified staff perception of PBIS implementation. Classified
staff refers to the support staff at a school site, from the paraprofessionals to the office staff, to
the custodial staff (Feuerborn et al., 2018). This qualitative research found that classified staff
had similar perceptions of PBIS to administrators and teaching staff (Feuerborn et al., 2018).
Classified staff felt that there is a lock of consistency with implementation as well as with issuing
consequences to students (Feuerborn et al., 2018). Communication was an issue for classified
staff that was not noted in the research for teachers and administration (Feuerborn et al., 2018).
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Classified staff felt that they were not given updates on students and changes made to school
program were not communicated with them in a timely manner, or at all (Feuerborn et al., 2018).
Classified staff also had similar concerns to teachers about the lack of parent involvement in
helping to create change at the school (Feuerborn et al., 2018; Tyre et al., 2020). Classified staff
also expressed a concern, that mirrors some of the teachers concerns, that students that are
behaving well are not getting the acknowledgement they should and that they are left out
(Feuerborn, et al., 2018). While classified staff was concerned about the well-behaved students
being left out, the teachers were more concerned about the students being trained, as animals are
trained, to receive rewards for displaying appropriate behaviors (Tyre et al., 2020). The concerns
of classified staff are important because they play a big role on a school campus and can impact
fidelity of implementation of PBIS.
Fidelity of Implementation
As mentioned, one of the greatest predictors of success when implementing PBIS at a
school is the fidelity the school staff has to implementation. According to Kim et al. (2018),
fidelity is the degree to which the features of a program are implemented with regard to the
purpose of the program. Childs et al. (2016) found that when PBIS is implemented with fidelity,
there is an immediate drop in discipline that is sustained over time.
Fidelity of implementation of any program or framework means that the framework or
program is put in place completely in order to have the desired impact on student outcomes
(King-Sears et al., 2018). Kim et al. (2018) use this definition with regard to implementation of
the PBIS framework at a school. King-Sears et al. (2018) found that it is important for an
intervention to be utilized with fidelity so that the students get the entire benefit of the
intervention. It is also important that the teachers that are implementing the intervention know
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the importance between fidelity of implementation and student outcomes because when there is
low fidelity to implementation, there are lower student outcomes (King-Sears et al., 2018).
Teachers need to make the connection between the importance of fidelity to the intervention or
there is the chance the teacher will drop to low fidelity of implementation (Duhon et al., 2008).
The intervention will only work if it is maintained at high levels of implementation fidelity
(Duhon et al., 2008; King-Sears et al., 2018).
Fogarty et al. (2014) found that when implementing an intervention, measuring levels for
implementing the program were important, but it was also important to look at the quality of the
implementation, how often the intervention is used, how the students respond to the intervention,
and the levels of differentiation. In short, when examining fidelity, it is important to look at
structure and process (Crawford et al., 2012; Harn et al., 2013). The five areas Fogarty et al.
(2014) examined in their research analyze both structure and process, as well as outcomes. When
teachers had high levels of fidelity in all of these areas, there were greater student outcomes than
just high fidelity to implementing just the intervention (Fogarty et al., 2014). This is important to
note when analyzing implementation of PBIS and can help make the decision as to which tool to
use to measure fidelity of implementation of PBIS.
Fidelity Measures of Implementation
In order for PBIS to be implemented with fidelity, there is concise framework that must
be put into place to inform better the structure of systems. It is also essential that all people
involved in implementation fully understand all the parts that need to be in place (Kim et al.,
2018).
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Tools for Tracking Implementation
There are many different tools for tracking fidelity of PBIS at a school site. According to
Noltemeyer et al. (2019), one of the tools that is useful for analyzing fidelity to program is the
Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI). This is not the only tool researchers use to track fidelity.
According to Pas et al. (2019), the Schoolwide Evaluation Tool (SET) is another tool that can be
utilized to determine fidelity to implementation of PBIS at a school site.
TFI Tool. The TFI was created to analyze the three tiers of PBIS implementation
(Algozzine et al., 2014; McIntosh et al., 2017). McIntosh and Lane (2019) describe the TFI as
the first valid instrument for analyzing implementation of PBIS at all three tiers. The TFI is
designed for PBIS teams to work together and use the Likert scale to rate the level of
implementation the team feels the school has achieved (McIntosh et al., 2017). According to
McIntosh et al. (2017), in order to avoid inflation of self-reported team scores on the TFI, there
must be an external evaluator to help the team rate their implementation of PBIS.
There have been several studies conducted to determine the validity and reliability of the
TFI. The TFI has a reliability score of “ordinal =.97” (Mercer et al., 2017, p. 199), which
demonstrates the reliability of the survey. According to McIntosh et al. (2017) and Mercer et al.
(2017) the TFI is a reliable instrument as long as there was an external evaluator assisting the
team with evaluating PBIS implementation at the site. McIntosh et al. (2017) correlated the TFI
with various other forms of surveys to rate fidelity of implementation and found that the
correlations were statistically significant but that there was a stronger correlation when the team
had the external coach helping them evaluate. In order for a school to implement with fidelity,
the score must be 70% or higher (Mercer et al., 2017).
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SET Tool. The SET tool is another tool utilized to determine fidelity to implementation
of PBIS at a school. Unlike the TFI, in order to have fidelity of implementation, a school must
score 80% or higher on the SET scale (Pas et al., 2019). This is important to note when
researching the impact of fidelity to program on the effectiveness of PBIS. This tool must be
completed by an outside person and has a high reliability rating (Pas et al., 2019). This is
different than the TFI as a team of staff members at the school site completes the TFI
(Noltemeyer et al., 2019). The SET examines specific components of PBIS, such as,
“expectations defined, behavior expectations taught, ongoing system for rewarding behavior
expectations, system for responding to behavior violations, monitoring and decision making,
management, and district level support” (Feuerborn & Tyre, 2016, p. 54).
Impact of Implementation on School
Several research studies have been conducted that show a positive correlation between
implementation fidelity and positive student outcomes, both for behavior and academics. Pas et
al. (2019) found that schools with higher SET scores had higher student outcomes for behavior
and academics. They found that “the 90% binary cut point appeared to be the most differential
and positive for middle schools” (Pas et al., 2019, p. 12). This is important to note because it
means that in order for PBIS to be successful at middle schools, fidelity of implementation must
be higher than the 80% the SET requires for implementation fidelity (Pas et al., 2019). However,
they also discovered that elementary and high schools could have lower scores of 70-80%
implementation fidelity and still show positive student outcomes (Pas et al., 2019). This is
important to note because many studies do not separate middle schools from their findings. This
is also significant because it points out that middle schools need to have higher fidelity to
implementation than elementary or high schools to show a positive result with PBIS. Further
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research should be conducted to determine why middle schools need a higher SET score for
PBIS to have a positive impact on the school.
Noltemeyer et al. (2019) had similar results in their research on fidelity of
implementation of PBIS on student outcomes, but they used the TFI as their tool to measure
fidelity. The researchers found that the higher the implementation score, the greater the reduction
in out of school suspensions. However, unlike the previous study, they did not find a significant
correlation between fidelity scores and academic achievement; “implementation fidelity did not
have a significant main effect on the academic achievement measure” (Noltemeyer et al., 2019,
p. 85). The researchers reported that although this study suggests there could be a positive
relation between higher fidelity and academic achievement, further research is needed to support
this idea (Noltemeyer et al., 2019). This research has significance because it shows that PBIS can
have an impact on reducing out of school suspensions.
Another study was conducted to determine whether the increase in fidelity at the school
showed a positive correlation to student outcomes (Kelm et al., 2014). The study was conducted
at an elementary school over two years, with year one only having partial implementation and
year two having full implementation (Kelm et al., 2014). The research showed that when there
was fidelity to implementation, there was a significant decrease in office referrals (they were cut
in half), and a positive increase in academic achievement (Kelm et al., 2014). “Specifically, the
results showed a 44% increase in reading from the previous year, a 56% increase in writing, and
a 25% increase in math” (Kelm et al., 2014, p. 204). This study is important to show the impact
fidelity to implementation has to the effectiveness of PBIS at a school site, specifically regarding
academic achievement.
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Research has been conducted specifically on high school implementation of PBIS. If a
high school is implementing PBIS with high fidelity then it has been shown that there is a
significant decrease in problem behaviors (Flannery et al., 2014). Flannery et al. (2014)
discovered that high schools with high SET scores had a greater decrease in discipline problems
than schools that were not implementing PBIS.
When combining fidelity of implementation with studies over time, the importance of
fidelity to implementation is highlighted. A study was conducted to analyze the impact of fidelity
to PBIS long term on reducing problem behaviors and positive academic outcomes (Kim et al.,
2018). This study was conducted over three years and found that fidelity to PBIS was correlated
with a reduction in out of school suspensions (Kim et al., 2018). “However, there were no
significant associations between fidelity and […] academic outcomes, although sustaining
implementer schools showed better performance in mathematic achievement” (Kim et al., 2018,
p. 364). This does point to the possibility that fidelity to PBIS could increase academic
achievement, but there would need to be more research to expand upon this concept, as current
literature does not definitively support this idea. Houchens et al. (2017) found that schools with
higher fidelity of implementation of PBIS had teachers that had a more positive perception of
teaching and of classroom management. They found that as fidelity of implementation increased,
so did the positive teacher perception of classroom management, as well as improved classroom
management (Houchens et al., 2017).
In addition to school-wide fidelity, it is important to address fidelity within individual
teacher’s classrooms. According to Childs et al. (2016), classroom fidelity is the last element that
is put in place when building the system of PBIS at a school but is very important to behavior
change at a school. It is critical to analyze classroom fidelity in order to determine whether a
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program will be sustained long term. According to Yeung et al. (2016), classroom level fidelity
is something that needs to be addressed when looking at school wide fidelity. Based on this,
results could be invalid if each individual teacher’s fidelity to PBIS is not examined. Individual
teachers not implementing PBIS appropriately could skew the data to look either more positive
or negative, depending on what the teacher is doing in the classroom. Mathews et al. (2014)
found that PBIS was more effective in the classroom when the instruction in the classroom, as
well as the materials in the classroom, where at the appropriate level for the students; teachers
provided appropriate differentiation to meet the needs of the students in the class. Yeung et al.
(2016) discussed reduction of office referrals as a sign that teachers are utilizing PBIS with
fidelity, but unless the classroom is analyzed, there is no way to make that correlation. This
needs to be studied to help add to the literature on PBIS implementation. It would be important
to analyze how teachers view their classroom management with regard to how they manage their
instruction, students, and students’ behaviors.
Reinke et al. (2013) studied how effective the use of PBIS is in the classroom at
minimizing problem behaviors. One of the tenants of PBIS is positive praise (Bradshaw et al.,
2015). Reinke et al. (2013) described positive praise, in their research, as four positives to every
one negative, or reprimand. They found that when teachers utilized this model there were less
disruptions in the classroom (Reinke et al., 2013). In their research, they only found one teacher
that was actually using this model of praise to reprimand (Reinke et al., 2013). It would be
important to analyze why teachers are not utilizing a model of praise to reprimand that has been
shown to work and minimize negative behaviors in the classroom. Another important finding
from this study was that the teachers who used more negative reprimands tended to report that
they were exhausted, while the teachers who used more positive praise than negative were less
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exhausted (Reinke et al., 2013). This adds to the research by suggesting that when teachers use
positive praise in their classroom there is a reduction in negative behaviors as well as helping
teachers maintain less exhausted levels when they leave the classroom at the end of the day. This
research supports the importance of analyzing fidelity to implementation in individual
classrooms because the teachers are the faculty that implement PBIS the most due to their impact
on students directly in their classrooms.
Effects of Implementation
Much research has been conducted on the effectiveness of implementing PBIS in schools.
The studies analyze what impact implementing PBIS has on reducing undesirable behaviors as
well as on improving academics. Some studies look specifically at office referrals or out of
school suspensions, and some look at state test data to determine the impact of PBIS on
academic achievement.
Impact on Student Behavior and Academics
Reno et al. (2018) conducted a study to identify whether PBIS had an impact on behavior
and academics and whether or not the second tier of implementation had an impact on
academics. The researchers found that PBIS did not have a positive impact on behavior or
academics and that specific students were identified as needing second tier supports more than
their counterparts (Reno et al., 2018). The students identified as needing more support were
minority students, low poverty students, and male students (Reno et al., 2018). Welsh and Little
(2018) also found in their comprehensive review that minority students are suspended more often
than students of the majority, but do not specifically find one reason as to why they are
suspended more often. In addition to minority students being suspended more, Pas et al. (2014)
found that schools with high levels of African American students had less growth in
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implementation of PBIS, meaning the systems were put in place much slower than schools with a
population that has less African American students. Reno et al. (2018) pointed out in their study
that the teachers identifying the students as needing tier 2 supports were mostly older, white,
female teachers. This correlates with teacher perception being important to implementation.
Krach et al. (2017) found that teachers were not using the PBIS tools correctly in
response to classroom behavior. Krach et al. found in their research that the tools were being
used in a punitive way more than a positive support, which is against the system of PBIS. This
also supports the idea that teacher perception of PBIS and the system of supports is important in
implementation of PBIS. Other studies have been conducted that show the impact of PBIS on
office referrals suspension rates, as well as the impact on academic achievement.
Impact on Office Referrals
Research studies have been conducted to analyze the effect of PBIS specifically on
office referrals. An office referral is when a teacher sends a student out of the classroom to be
dealt with by administration in the office (McNeill et al., 2016). According to McNeill et al.
(2016), PBIS is proactive in the classroom, in that the structure outlines different interventions
the teacher may use to prevent the teacher from having to send students out of the classroom to
the office. “Descriptive results revealed that mean fidelity was high for the entire sample and
mean disciplinary removals (ODRs and OSS) decreased over the 3-year period” (Kim et al.,
2018, p. 364). Kelm et al. (2014) found that when PBIS is implemented with fidelity ODRs were
cut in half from the first year of implementation to the second year of implementation. McCurdy
et al. (2016) also found that when there is successful implementation of PBIS there is a reduction
in ODRs over a 3-year time span. Childs et al. (2016) found that there was a 5% reduction in
ODRs, OSS, and in school suspensions over time. Flannery et al. (2014) also found that over a
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three-year period there was a significant decrease in ODRs at the high school level when there
was fidelity to implementation. This strongly adds to the research that PBIS implementation
fidelity can reduce office referrals.
After a meta-analysis of current research literature regarding classroom interventions,
Chafee et al. (2017), found that classroom interventions are the most effective at dealing with
negative behavior. Welsh and Little (2018) also conducted a meta-analysis of current literature
and found that the reduction of office referrals and disparities in discipline is strongly influenced
by the perceptions of the adults on the campus. These studies support the implementation of
PBIS in reducing office referrals, however, the perception of the staff plays a large role in school
sites being successful in reducing office referrals.
One strategy schools use to mitigate office referrals is with behavior charts or behavior
tracking systems, which is part of the system of PBIS (Krach et al., 2017). Krach et al. (2017)
found in their research that behavior charts were being used to reward children for doing wrong,
instead of for doing right. This then leads to tracking negative behavior, instead of promoting
positive behavior, which is the purpose of PBIS (Krach et al., 2017). This suggests that while
office referrals could be reduced due to alternative measure in the classroom, the measures being
used might not be the most appropriately aligned with PBIS.
Impact on Out of School Suspensions
Another critical area to examine is the impact of PBIS on out of school suspensions.
There has been much research that shows punitive measures, such as out of school suspensions,
do not change behavior or create a more positive environment (McNeill et al., 2016). Noltemeyer
and Ward (2015) found in their meta-analysis that schools need to find alternative to suspension
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because suspensions can lead to high school students dropping out of school and failing
academically.
When there is high fidelity to implementation of PBIS, there is a reduction in suspensions
overall (Pas et al., 2019). Conversely, Ryoo et al. (2017) found over a shorter period of time,
there was a reduction in suspensions, but it was not enough to be statistically significant. Yet
another research study shows that with fidelity to implementation there is a statistically
significant decrease in suspensions over time (Noltemeyer et al., 2019). Freeman et al. (2016)
investigated whether PBIS reduced discipline at the high school level and found that fidelity to
implementation at the high school level reduced discipline as well as helped with attendance
rates. Kelm et al. (2014) found that when PBIS was implemented with fidelity there was not just
a reduction in ODRs but a reduction in OSS as well; the OSS were cut in half the same as the
ODRs. Kim et al. (2018) found that OSS were reduced over three years’ time, however they did
not find a relationship between fidelity of implementation and a reduction of OSS. These
conflicting findings suggest that implementation of PBIS could potentially be useful in reducing
suspensions but need more research to determine whether there is an actual correlation between
implementing PBIS and a reduction of suspensions, as well as implementation fidelity with
regard to reducing suspensions. More research would also help determine if there are other
factors causing the reduction in suspensions or lack of reduction in suspensions, such as
perception of teachers with regard to implementation of PBIS.
Impact on Academics
The research on the impact of PBIS on student achievement is mixed. According to one
study, high fidelity of implementation of PBIS demonstrated positive behavioral outcomes and
academics did increase, but it was not statistically significant (Noltemeyer et al., 2019). The
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researchers suggest that schools with higher fidelity could potentially see higher outcomes in
academics, but that correlation cannot be made based on their study (Noltemeyer et al., 2019).
Borgen et al. (2020) found in their research that while there was a reduction in classroom
behaviors, there was no impact on academic achievement or on the well-being of the students as
a while.
Gage et al. (2015) conducted research to determine whether implementation of PBIS had
a positive impact on academic achievement. They conducted their research in Connecticut (Gage
et al., 2015). The researchers found that the schools in the study that were not implementing
PBIS with fidelity actually scored higher on state exams in reading, writing, and math than the
schools that were implementing PBIS with fidelity (Gage et al., 2015). The conclusion of their
study was that implementation fidelity of PBIS does not have an impact on academic
achievement (Gage et al., 2015). Another study also found that implementation of PBIS at the
middle school level through high school level did not have any impact on academics at the high
school level (Freeman et al., 2016). High schools were analyzed that had feeder middle schools
that were implementing PBIS and feeder middle schools that were not implementing PBIS
(Freeman et al., 2016). There was no difference in academics between the feeder schools that
were implementing PBIS to those that were not and the academic levels of the students at the
high schools did not improve based on fidelity of implementation to PBIS (Freeman et al., 2015).
Madigan et al. (2016) investigated the impact of PBIS implementation over a period of
nine years. The researchers found that there was an improvement in academic achievement for
schools that have high implementation of PBIS (Madigan et al., 2016). “In the post-baseline
phase, treatment schools outpace control schools for 3 years, and trended past the control
schools’ AI mean in the final (maintenance) year” (Madigan et al., 2016, p. 414). This supports
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the claims made by Noltemeyer et al. (2019) that there is the potential to see an increase in
academic if PBIS is implemented with fidelity. Pas et al. (2019) also found in their research that
higher fidelity to implementation of PBIS resulted in academic achievement as well as positive
behavioral change. This links fidelity to implementation to high academic achievement for
students.
Disproportionality. Another important factor to examine with regard to the impact of
implementation is disproportionality in student discipline and what impact PBIS has on fixing
this problem. Research shows that specific groups of students are being targeted for behavioral
interventions: minority students, students of poverty, and male students (Reno et al., 2017;
Welsh & Little, 2018). According to Van Dyke (2016), when analyzing data at an urban
elementary school, African American students were evidences as being disciplined more than all
other students even after removing defiance as a category form the discipline field. BettersBubon et al. (2016) found the same issue; African American students are still overrepresented in
OR. This is a problem that needs to be addressed in the school system.
Evidence supports the need to introduce culturally responsive systems of PBIS in schools
to try and reduce this disparity (Greflund et al., 2014; Welsh & Little, 2018). For example,
Greflund et al. (2014) conducted a study to determine whether PBIS implementation effected
disproportionality on students who claimed Aboriginal status and what they found was that there
was not an issue with disproportionality. This, they suggested was because of the schools
integrating Aboriginal culture into their PBIS expectations (Greflund et al., 2014). This suggests
that culturally responsive systems of PBIS could help reduce disproportionality in disciplinary
practices. Betters-Bubon et al. (2016) also found that when PBIS is implementation takes into
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account the context of the school and the needs of the students and families, it is more successful
at narrowing the gap in disproportionality.
While the PBIS framework helps reduce disproportionality in disciplinary practices, there
is some evidence that PBIS might not be as successful and reducing disproportionality in
discipline. Pas et al. (2014) found that while overall schools with support in PBIS
implementation and high suspension rates showed growth in the use of positive alternatives,
schools with a higher population of African American students showed less growth in
implementation of PBIS. This coincides with Dwarika’s (2019) research that points out the
frustration teachers feel in the classroom and how unprepared they feel to deal with problem
behaviors. Bal et al. (2016) found that students from diverse backgrounds still received harsher
consequences than their majority counterparts and PBIS had little effect on racial
disproportionality. Training and professional development could help better equip teachers to
deal with the behaviors they find challenging in the classroom (Larson, 2015).
Summary
The PBIS framework is grounded in one distinct theory: Baer et al.’s (1968) applied
behavior analysis. Applied behavior analysis is the basis for PBIS because the framework of
PBIS is grounded in preventing behavior from occurring by having clearly defined school-wide
systems, positive behavioral interventions that support all students, and implementation by all
stakeholders (Car et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner, 2006). There are two other theories that relate to
PBIS but are not the grounding theory: Skinner’s (1937) theory of operant conditioning and
Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory. Skinner’s (1937) theory supports the
concept in PBIS that positive reinforcement is the way to change student misbehaviors.
Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory supports the idea in PBIS that managing behavior is larger than
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the teacher managing the child. The whole school, as well as home and community are important
in the system and vital in creating an environment that supports behavior change as well as a
positive school culture and environment. Research has been conducted to support applied
behavior analysis as being the main theory of PBIS and will be used for this current study.
PBIS implementation requires targeted training for all school staff to support the system.
This training could include structured implementation teams as well as external coaches to
provide additional support during the implementation process. PBIS consists of three Tiers of
support to implement over time and most current studies focus on implementation of Tier 1.
When analyzing PBIS over time, research shows that longevity of the program, given
good fidelity to implementation, does show a decrease in problem behaviors, such as office
referrals and out of school suspensions, but does not show much correlation with academic
achievement. Teacher perceptions of problem behaviors are also important when analyzing the
effectiveness of PBIS in reducing student discipline. The perception of teachers can be a barrier
to implementation if there is a negative viewpoint of student discipline or the system of PBIS as
a while.
Current research shows that PBIS can have a positive impact on disproportionality of
discipline when students’ cultures are accounted for when creating school wide expectations
related to PBIS (Greflund et al., 2014; Welsh & Little, 2018). This means that the cultures of the
students must be analyzed when developing school-wide procedures and expectations. There are
two different tools that can be used to track implementation of PBIS: the SET tool and the TFI
tool. Both tools are useful to determine fidelity to implementation. Implementation fidelity is
directly related to the success of PBIS in reducing problem behaviors at the school site.
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There is a gap in the literature with regard to the impact of PBIS on reducing student
discipline and increasing academic achievement (Freeman et al., 2016; Gage et al., 2015). There
is currently very little research specifically on middle schools. The research either analyzes
middle schools with elementary schools or middle schools with high schools; there is very little
research specifically on the impact of PBIS on middle schools alone. Middle school
implementation needs to be analyzed to further the research about the effectiveness of PBIS on
reducing discipline and increasing student achievement.
There also exists a gap in the literature with regard to analyzing fidelity to program in
individual teacher’s classrooms (Mathews et al., 2014; Reinke et al., 2013; Yeung et al., 2016). If
the SET and TFI scores are at a certain cut point, then the majority of the staff is utilizing PBIS
to fidelity. Researchers need to look deeper than overall implementation and analyze individual
classrooms to see if teachers are actually utilizing the strategies and interventions they have
agreed upon when using PBIS. Some research suggests teachers are not utilizing the tools
appropriately in their individual classrooms. This would be a succinct way to determine if PBIS
is actually impactful at schools at an individual teacher level. Teachers could use this
information to help with implementation if the results were positive and help administration
determine what to work on if the results were negative.
Another gap that exists in the literature is the effect of culturally responsive PBIS on
reducing disproportionality in discipline at schools (Greflund et al., 2014; Welsh & Little, 2018).
There is some research to suggest that culturally responsive PBIS might positively impact
disproportionality, but not enough research has been conducted to create a positive correlation
(Greflund et al., 2014).
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A further gap in the literature that needs further research is the effectiveness of tools
regarding analyzing fidelity to implementation of PBIS. There are two tools commonly used
when analyzing fidelity, the SET and the TFI (Algozzine et al., 2014; McIntosh et al., 2017; Pas
et al., 2019). They both have different cut points for fidelity but are utilized in different research
studies. They are also administered utilizing different methods. Research needs to be conducted
to determine which tool is the most effective so that when research is conducted regarding
fidelity of PBIS, the most accurate tool is utilized, giving more conclusive results.
The final gap in the literature is the effect of teacher perception on implementation of
schoolwide PBIS. Many different studies point to teacher buy-in being important to successful
implementation and several qualitative studies agree that teacher perception is important for
implementing PBIS, but there is a gap in the literature regarding teacher perception of PBIS at
the middle school and successful implementation of PBIS (Feuerborn et al., 2016; Tyre et al.,
2020). While qualitative studies have been conducted specifically on middle schools, there is a
lack of quantitative studies directly addressing the perception of middle school teachers. The
majority of the studies combine middle schools with elementary and high schools; very few
specifically analyze middle school teachers and the impact their perception has on successful
implementation of PBIS. This study addressed this gap in the literature. This study addressed
teacher perception of PBIS and classroom control specifically with middle school teachers to
determine the effect of perception on implementation.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview
Teachers and administrators have addressed problem behaviors at middle schools have
been addressed in a variety of ways, but the most common way is with PBIS (McNeill et al.,
2016). Much research has been conducted about the effectiveness of PBIS and it has been shown
to work in some cases, with full implementation, and not show statistical significance in others
(Kim et al., 2018; Madigan et al., 2016; Noltemeyer et al., 2019). The mixed findings are a
problem because educators count on PBIS implementation to reduce problem student behaviors
at their schools. This current study examined the difference between teacher perception of PBIS
and teacher perception of classroom control at schools in which implementation of PBIS is low,
moderate and high. This current study also found a correlation between teacher perception of
PBIS and teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom control. This chapter outlines the plan for
this non-experimental causal comparative and correlational research study by describing the
design, research questions, null hypotheses, participants and setting, instrumentation, procedures,
and data analysis.
Design
There were two different research questions and null hypotheses addressed in this study.
To respond to the two questions, two different designs were utilized in this study. A nonexperimental causal-comparative research design and a correlational research design were used
for this study.
Causal-Comparative Research Design
Causal-comparative research design is used to find a difference between dependent
variables as they relate to the independent variable (Gall et al., 2007). It is important to note that
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in causal-comparative research, the independent variable is measured as a category (Gall et al.,
2007). The purpose of this study was to determine the difference between teacher perception of
PBIS at schools scoring low, moderate, and high for implementation fidelity and whether there
was a difference between teacher perception of classroom control at schools scoring low,
moderate, and high for implementation fidelity of PBIS.
This study used a causal-comparative design for RQ 1 in order to find the difference in
teacher perception of PBIS to implementation fidelity of PBIS at schools scoring low, moderate
and high, as well as the difference in teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom control to
implementation fidelity of PBIS at schools scoring low, moderate, and high in implementation
fidelity. Causal-comparative research design allows a researcher to create categories for the
independent variable in order to determine the difference with the dependent variable (Gall et al.,
2007). Causal-comparative research also allows the researcher to find the difference between the
dependent variables as they relate to the independent variable when the independent variable
cannot be manipulated (Gall et al., 2007).
Correlational Research Design
The other purpose for the study was to determine the relationship between teacher
perception to PBIS and teacher attitudes and beliefs of classroom control. Research Question 2
used a correlational research design. Correlational research design allows a researcher to
determine whether two or more variables have a relationship with each other and allows a
researcher to potentially predict a future outcome of a variable (Creswell & Guetterman, 2019).
Correlational research also allows the researcher to determine whether there is a positive or
negative relationship between the variables (Gall et al., 2007).
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Research Questions
RQ1: Is there a difference between teacher perception of Positive Behavior Interventions
and Supports (PBIS) and teacher perception of classroom control by school PBIS fidelity of
implementation levels of low, moderate, and high?
RQ2: What is the relationship between teacher perception of Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports and teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom control?
Hypotheses
The null hypotheses for this study are:
H01: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions of
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) and teacher perception of classroom control
by school PBIS fidelity of implementation level (low, moderate, high) as measure by the Staff
Perceptions of Behavior and Discipline Survey and the Behavior and Instructional Management
Scale.
H02: There is no statistically significant relationship between teacher perceptions of
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports and teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom
control as measured by the Staff Perceptions of Behavior and Discipline Survey and the Behavior
and Instructional Management Scale.
Participants and Setting
This researcher recruited participants for this study from a convenience sample of middle
school teachers in a suburban elementary school district in California during the spring semester
of the 2020-2021 school year. Elementary school districts in California service students in grades
ranging from pre-kindergarten through eighth grade. Participants were selected based on the
score the school received on the Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI). An official from the school
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district provided this researcher the TFI scores for the six middle schools.
The TFI is a survey used in California to determine fidelity to implementation of PBIS at
the three tiers of implementation (Algozzine et al., 2014). The TFI is intended to analyze the
three tiers of PBIS implementation (McIntosh et al., 2017). According to McIntosh and Lane
(2019), the TFI is the first valid instrument for analyzing implementation fidelity of PBIS at all
three tiers. The TFI is designed for PBIS teams to use the Likert scale to rate the level of
implementation the team feels the school has achieved in a collaborative approach (McIntosh et
al., 2017). A requirement of PBIS is the use of an external evaluator to help the team rate their
implementation of PBIS, in order to avoid the inflation of scores (McIntosh et al., 2017).
The sample of middle school teachers were located in the same district in a community of
extreme poverty. Each middle school had a poverty rate of over 85% (California School
Dashboard, 2019). The demographics of the students at the schools were very similar, with an
average of 89.5% Hispanic, 2.7% African American, 3.1% Caucasian, and mix of other
ethnicities (California School Dashboard, 2019). All six of the middle schools that were selected
for the study currently utilized PBIS and have been using PBIS for at least three years.
According to (Kim et al., 2018), it takes at least three years of implementation of PBIS to see a
true change in school culture or climate. The six schools each had a different score on the TFI for
fidelity to implementation.
For this study, the number of participants sampled was 71. This exceeded the required
minimum of 66 participants when requiring a medium effect size with the statistical power at 0.7
and the significance level at the 0.05 alpha level (Gall et al., 2007). The sample consisted of
teachers at the six middle schools in the district. All the teachers who participated in the study
had received PBIS training and they worked at a school that had implemented PBIS for the last
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three school years. See Table 1 for demographic data of the participants.
Table 1
Demographic Data of Participants
Years Taught

Less than 5

6 to 10

11-15

16 or more

High TFI

18%

9%

15%

58%

Moderate TFI

24%

6%

6%

65%

Low TFI

9%

14%

9%

68%

Overall

17%

10%

11%

63%

Ethnicity

Hispanic

African American

White

Other

High TFI

27%

6%

61%

6%

Moderate TFI

35%

0%

53%

12%

Low TFI

27%

5%

68%

0%

Overall

29%

4%.

61%

4%

Instrumentation
This study analyzed specific perceptions that teachers had of PBIS, as well as in their
classroom management, or classroom control. In order to collect this data, more than one
instrument was required. There were two instruments used for data collection in this study: the
Staff Perceptions of Discipline and Behavior Survey (SPBD), and the Behavior and Instructional
Management Scale (BIMS).
Staff Perceptions of Behavior and Discipline Survey
The SPBD was created to provide quantitative and qualitative information about
teachers’ perception of PBIS. The intent of the survey is to provide schools with information
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regarding how teachers feel about PBIS (Filter & Brown, 2019). Dr. Laura Feuerborn granted
me permission to use the SPBD (see Appendix A).
The SPBD is a survey that has 23 quantitative questions and three open ended qualitative
questions (Feuerborn et al., 2019). The qualitative questions were not used for this study. The
quantitative questions are on a Likert scale of 1 to 4 (Feuerborn et al., 2019). Feuerborn et al.
(2015) created the instrument to provide schools with a tool to use to determine the school staff
perception of implementation of PBIS so that the schools could better inform their planning for
implementation of PBIS. The results of the survey are presented as percentages for each of the
survey questions (Feuerborn et al., 2015). The survey questions cover five different factors:
“teaching and acknowledging expectations: effectiveness and need (6 items); systems: resources,
supports, climate (5 items); implementation integrity (3 items); philosophical views of behavior
and discipline (5 items); and systems: cohesiveness and openness to change (4 items)”
(Feuerborn et al., 2019, p. 36). For factors with 6 items a high score is 24 and a low score is 6;
for factors with 5 items the high score is 20 and the low score is 5; for factors with 4 items the
high score is 16 and the low score is 4; and for factors with 3 items the high score is 12 and the
low score is 3 (Feuerborn et al., 2019). A higher score indicates a positive perception while a
lower score indicates a negative perception (Feuerborn et al., 2019).
Feuerborn et al. (2015) conducted a study to test the validity of SPBD. They found that
“there was strong internal consistency for the SPBD, with an overall Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of .80” (Feuerborn et al., 2015, p. 121). Feuerborn et al. (2019), conducted another
study to determine internal consistency and validity for the tool by using a broader sample of
participants and found that this new study confirmed the validity and reliability of the earlier
study.
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This tool has been used in a variety of research studies seeking to analyze the perception
teachers have to implementing PBIS. Feuerborn et al. (2018) used the SPBD as part of their
study to look at the difference in classified staff perceptions of PBIS to teachers. Tyre and
Feuerborn (2017) used the survey in their study to help them with their qualitative research about
staff perception of PBIS. Malburg (2020) utilized this survey in his dissertation that intended to
find the relationship between teacher belief and how they manage student’s behavior and
discipline in their classrooms.
Behavior and Instructional Management Scale
Martin and Sass (2010) created the BIMS to give researchers insight into how teachers
perceive the classroom environment, including classroom behaviors (Martin & Sass, 2010). Dr.
Nancy Martin granted me permission to utilize the survey for the current study (see Appendix
B).
The BIMS was developed to for teachers to rate their classroom management with
respect to managing the instruction and behavior, or control of the class (Martin & Sass, 2010).
The survey specifically looks at how a teacher manages classroom instruction and how a teacher
manages classroom behavior (Martin & Sass, 2010). The survey consists of twenty-four
questions about the attitudes and beliefs of teachers regarding instruction and classroom
management in the classroom (Martin & Sass, 2010). The survey consists of a Likert scale from
1 to 6, with the responses as follows: 6 = “Strongly agree”, 5 = “Agree”, 4 = “Slightly Agree”, 3
= “Slightly disagree,” 2 = “Disagree,” and 1= “Strongly Disagree” (Martin & Sass, 2010, p.
1133). The scores for the survey are determined by averaging all the scores for each subscale
(Martin & Sass, 2010). This means that a higher score, with a maximum value of 144 points
would indicate the teacher is more controlling and prone to use interventions and a lower score
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with a minimum of 24 would indicate a teacher is less controlling and less inclined to use
interventions (Martin & Sass, 2010). There are twelve questions that refer to instructional
management in the classroom and twelve questions that refer to behavior management (Martin &
Sass, 2010).
The validity of the instrument was confirmed by Martin and Sass (2010). The researchers
found that there was strong factorial validity due to the correlation of the items on the scale
(Martin & Sass, 2010). This confirmed that the survey had validity. The researchers also did a
correlational analysis of the BIMS with two different teaching self-efficacy tests and found that
there was a correlation, confirming further the validity of the survey (Martin & Sass, 2010).
Martin and Sass (2010) reported that this instrument had an internal consistency reliability of
0.774 for the behavior management part of the survey and 0.770 for the instructional
management portion of the survey. Through a factor analysis, Martin and Sass (2010) found that
the correlation factor is 0.85, which makes the instrument valid and reliable.
This survey has been used in research studies to examine the relationship between
classroom and instructional management and other variables. Santiago (2012) used the BIMS in
her dissertation to determine if there is a relationship between classroom and instructional
management and demographics of the teacher. She found that the longer a teacher is in the field
of education, the higher the scores were for classroom management and instructional
management (Santiago, 2012). Martinussen et al. (2011) also used BIMS for their research. They
were specifically looking at whether or not people were trained in managing Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder behaviors and whether they were using appropriate management
strategies for the behaviors based on the results of the BIMS (Martinussen et al., 2011). They
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found that teachers who were trained in managing attention deficit hyperactivity disorder
behaviors scored higher on the BIMS than those that were not trained (Martinussen et al., 2011).
Procedures
This study was conducted in the spring of the 2020-2021 school year. Before the surveys
were given to the staff, this researched obtained permission from the district to conduct research
in the district (see Appendix C). After receiving permission from the school district, this
researcher obtained approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) as evidenced in
Appendix F. Next, the middle school administrators were be contacted to ask permission to
participate in the study (see Appendix D). In order to gain permission from the middle school
administrators, this researcher has to agree to share the results from the dissertation. Absolutely
no individual results were shared with school staff. This was to help encourage the teachers to
actively participate honestly in the surveys because they could be used for planning PBIS
implementation at their respective schools. Finally, the individual teachers were asked to give
consent to participate in the study. A sample of the consent form is in Appendix E.
The surveys were emailed to the participants using Survey Monkey. The instruments
given to the teachers utilized a Likert scale, in which the teachers rated their perception of PBIS
as well as their response to behaviors in the classroom. The surveys did not collect names of
participants but were tracked according to school group (high, moderate, or low) to differentiate
fidelity to implementation at the individual school site. The surveys had added demographic
information such as years teaching and ethnicity. Each participant gave consent by reading the
consent form emailed along with the survey and then clicking on the survey link; by clicking on
the survey link, the participant consented to the survey. The consent form is in Appendix F.
This researcher sent a video to the teachers explaining the research and its purpose in an
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email. A copy of the video script is in Appendix G. The teachers were told they would get an
email with the survey during their off-work time. Participation was voluntary, but the intent was
to give the information to the site, after completion of the dissertation, to encourage more
participation in the surveys. The surveys were given in an online format utilizing Survey
Monkey to help ensure ease of taking the survey and anonymity for the teachers. The teachers
had one month initially to complete the survey, but time was extended through the summer to
account for summer break. This researcher received the data electronically. TFI data was printed
and given to this researcher by the district coordinator of PBIS. Data was stored in a secure
location only accessible to this researcher.
Data Collection
Confidentiality is very important when collecting data. An email was sent to the teachers
with the link to the survey via Survey Monkey. The responses from the questionnaires were
downloaded to this authors computer and stored in a file only accessible to this author due to a
password protected computer. No names were used in data collection; data was split between the
different schools, scoring high, moderate, and low for PBIS implementation fidelity.
Demographic data was collected, but no other identifiers were taken from the survey. The school
district and the specific school sites did not have access to the data and would not be able to see
the results until the completion of the dissertation.
Data Analysis
Before analyzing the data, each survey was scored with an average total for each survey
for each participant. The surveys were utilized as a whole for each participant so certain
questions had to be inversely scored to allow for the SPBD and BIMS to be compared
accurately. For the SPBD questions 2, 4, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 were inversely
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scored. For the BIMS questions 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 18, and 24 were inversely scored. This
allowed for the overall average of the survey to reveal a positive perception the higher the
average, and a negative perception the lower the average.
Data was analyzed using two different statistical tests to determine the difference in
perception of PBIS and perception of classroom control and schools rated low, moderate, and
high for implementation fidelity of PBIS. To answer the first research question, this researcher
used a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). The MANOVA can be used to compare
the means of many groups to determine the difference in groups (Warner, 2013). The MANOVA
was used in this study because there is one independent variables (IV) and two dependent
variables (DV). The IV includes: The level of implementation fidelity of PBIS at schools scoring
high, moderate, and low. The DVs include: (a) teacher perception of PBIS as measured by the
SPBD survey and (b) teacher perception of classroom control as measured by the BIMS survey.
The results of the MANOVA showed there was no difference between teacher perception of
PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control at schools that score low in implementation
fidelity, moderate in implementation fidelity and high in implementation fidelity.
For the second research question, a Pearson Product-Moment correlation coefficient test
was used to determine the relationship between teacher perception of PBIS and teacher
perception of classroom control. According to Warner (2013) the Pearson Product-Moment
correlation coefficient test describes how strong the relationship is, linearly, between two
variables.
Preliminary Data Screening and Assumption Testing
Data were scanned for inconsistencies and outliers. A scatter plot was used to determine
if there were any extreme outliers in the results. Extreme outliers are data points that fall well
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outside the rest of the data points (Warner, 2013). Data was scanned for any participants that
took the survey that did not meet the criteria for the research. Participants must have had training
in PBIS to participate in the survey. Normality was looked at using a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.
This test was used because the sample size is greater than 50 (N=71). The assumption of equal
variance was looked at using the Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances (Gall et al., 2007).
The alpha level was set at 0.5 for both analyses (Gall et al., 2007). The assumption of
multicollinearity was analyzed by looking at the Pearson Product-Moment correlation and the
homogeneity of variance was analyzed using Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices.
After this preliminary screening, the MANOVA was run to test the first null hypothesis.
Assumptions of normality and assumptions of homogeneity of variance were analyzed (Warner,
2013). If there were significant results a post hoc analysis would need to be tested, which could
involve running separate analysis of variance (ANOVA) test for each dependent variable (Gall et
al., 2007).
To test the second null hypothesis, the scatterplot was used to test the assumption of
linearity. A line of fit was added to the scatterplot to test the assumption of linearity. According
to Gall et al. (2007) the line should either be positive or negative. The line of fit should be
negative for the null hypothesis. The Pearson Product-Moment correlation was run to determine
the Pearson r coefficient. In order to reject a null hypothesis, the significance must be less than
0.05 (Warner, 2013). The effect size for the correlation was determined by squaring the r (r2)
(Gall et al., 2007).
The results of the preliminary screenings for both hypotheses are reported in Chapter 4,
as well as the rationale for potentially removing any participants or outliers from the data sets.
Additionally, in Chapter 4, are the descriptive statistics that are meaningful to this research
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study. When reporting multivariate statistics and correlation coefficients, it is important to
include the findings, the effect size, any post hoc analyses conducted, and the significance level
(Gall et al., 2007).
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
The results for the preliminary screenings are presented in this chapter. This chapter also
presents the descriptive statistics that are meaningful to this research. The research questions are
re-addressed, and the null hypotheses are examined for results. The following research questions
and hypotheses were examined through statistical analysis.
Research Questions
RQ1: Is there a difference between teacher perception of Positive Behavior Interventions
and Supports (PBIS) and teacher perception of classroom control by school PBIS fidelity of
implementation levels of low, moderate, and high?
RQ2: What is the relationship between teacher perception of Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports and teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom control?
Hypotheses
The null hypotheses for this study were:
H01: There is no statistically significant difference between teacher perceptions of
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) and teacher perception of classroom control
by school PBIS fidelity of implementation level (low, moderate, high) as measure by the Staff
Perceptions of Behavior and Discipline Survey and the Behavior and Instructional Management
Scale.
H02: There is no statistically significant relationship between teacher perceptions of
Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports and teacher attitudes and beliefs on classroom
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control as measured by the Staff Perceptions of Behavior and Discipline Survey and the Behavior
and Instructional Management Scale.
Descriptive Statistics
Data obtained for the dependent variables perception of PBIS (PBIS) and perception of
Classroom Control (Control), can be found in Table 2. All the middle school teachers scored
similarly for both surveys. Their overall perception of PBIS was high, with the average score at
74.63% and a medium perception of classroom control, with an average score of 56.65%. The
schools with the highest TFI score had a lower perception of PBIS, with an average of 72.60%
and a higher perception of classroom control at 57.88%, while the schools with the lower TFI
score had a higher perception of PBIS, with an average of 76.90% and a lower perception of
classroom control, with an average of 55.45%. The schools with the moderate TFI score were in
the middle with an average of 75.83% for perception of PBIS and 55.75% of classroom control.
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics
Variable Score
PBIS

Control



M

SD

72.60

8.97

Moderate 75.83

8.03

Low

76.90

7.97

Total

74.63

8.57

High

57.88

8.15

Moderate 55.72

7.23

Low

55.45

7.70

Total

56.65

7.78

High
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Results
Assumption Tests
A scatterplot and box and whiskers plots were utilized to test assumptions for both the
MANOVA and the correlation. The scatterplot was created to determine if there were any
outliers in the data. The scatterplot (see Figure 1) showed that there are no extreme outliers in the
data.
Figure 1
Scatterplot Depicting the Correlation Between SPBD and BIMS Surveys

To further examine the data, box and whiskers plots were run for both surveys, Staff Perceptions
of Behavior and Discipline Survey and the Behavior and Instructional Management Scale. See
Figure 2 and 3 for box and whisker plots. Figure 3 shows that there are two outliers for the
BIMS. These data points were retained because excluding the outliers would not affect the
statistical significance of the results.
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Figure 2
Box and Whisker Plot Depicting Distribution of SPBD Survey Results

N = 71
Figure 3
Box and Whisker Plot Depicting Distribution of BIMS Survey Results

N = 71
Once the scatterplot and box and whisker plots were complete, the following assumptions
were tested before running the MANOVA test. Normality was assessed for all groups using a
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Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was utilized because the sample size
was greater than 50 (N=71). No violations of normality were found as all significance levels
were greater that p < 0.05 (see Table 3).
Table 3
Tests of Normality
Group

Kolmogorov-Smirnov
Score

SPBD

BIMS

Statistic

df

Significance

High

.120

33

.20

Moderate

.167

18

.198

Low

.095

20

.20

High

.089

33

.20

Moderate

.131

18

.20

Low.

.077

20

.20

The assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance was analyzed using a Box’s Test
of Equality of Covariance Matrices (Box’s M). The assumption of homogeneity of variancecovariance was met because the significance was greater than .05 (p = 0.942). See Table 4 for
results of the Box’s M Test.
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Table 4
Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices
Box’s M
1.737

F

df1

df2

Significance

.289

6

41294.850

.942

The assumption of equal variance was tested using the Levene’s Test of Equality of Error
Variances. The assumption of equal variance was met as the significance was greater than 0.05
(p = 0.542 and 0.887). See Table 5 for the results of the Levene’s Test.
Table 5
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variance
Group

F

df1

df2

SPBD
BIMS

Significance

.618

2

68

.542

.120

2

68

.887

The assumption of multicollinearity was analyzed by using a Pearson Product-Moment
correlation. It was determined that there was no evidence of multicollinearity as assessed by the
Pearson correlation (r = -0.377, p = 0.0004). See Table 6 for test of multicollinearity.
Table 6
Test of Multicollinearity
SPBD

BIMS

Pearson Correlation

-.377

1

Significance

.004

N
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Hypothesis 1
The first null hypothesis stated that there would be no statistically significant difference
between teacher perceptions of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control by school
PBIS fidelity of implementation level (low, moderate, high) as measured by the SPBD and the
BIMS. The results from the MANOVA are located in Table 7.
A MANOVA was run to determine the effect of fidelity level of implementation of PBIS
on teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control. Two measures of
perception were surveyed: teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom
control. Teachers were surveyed at schools scoring high, moderate, and low for PBIS
implementation fidelity. Before running the MANOVA, it was determined through assumption
testing that the data was normally distributed, as determined by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (p
= 0.20). There were no outliers as determined by the boxplot (see Figure 2 and Figure 3). There
were linear relationships as determined by the scatterplot (see Figure 1). There was homogeneity
of variance-covariance matrices as determined by Box’s M test (p = 0.948). The results from the
MANOVA indicated there was not a statistically significant difference in teachers’ perception of
PBIS and classroom control by PBIS fidelity of implementation levels, F (4, 134) = 1.006, p =
0.407; Wilk’s Λ = 0.943, partial 𝜂2 = 0.029 (see Table 7). This shows that there is no statistically
significant difference in teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control
at schools with PBIS fidelity levels of high, moderate, and low. The researcher failed to reject
the null hypothesis.
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Table 7
Multivariate Tests Wilks’ Lambda
Effect

Value

Score

.943

F

Hypothesis df

Error df

4.00

134.00.

1.006

Significance Partial Eta
Squared
.407
.029

Hypothesis 2
The second null hypothesis, there is no statistically significant relationship between
teacher perceptions of Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports and teacher attitudes and
beliefs on classroom control as measured by the Staff Perceptions of Behavior and Discipline
Survey and the Behavior and Instructional Management Scale, was analyzed first by looking at
the scatterplot. See Figure 1 for scatterplot. The scatterplot shows that there is a negative line of
fit, as the data starts high on the left and decreases as it moves to the right of the graph. A
Pearson Product-Moment correlation was run to determine the Pearson r coefficient. In order for
there to be a statistically significant relationship, the significance level must be less than 0.05
(Warner, 2013). See Table 8 for Pearson Product-Moment correlation.
Table 8
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation
SPBD
SPBD

Pearson Correlation

1

Sig (2-tailed)
BIMS



BIMS
-.34
.004

Pearson Correlation

-.34

Sig (2-tailed)

.004

1
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The results of the Pearson Product-Moment correlation show that the null hypothesis
should be rejected, r (71) = -0.34, p = 0.004. The effect size r2 = 0.12 is a small effect size. This
shows that the greater the perception of classroom control, the lower the perception of PBIS. The
reverse is also true; the higher the perception of PBIS, the lower the perception of classroom
control. Additionally, 12% of the variation in the perception of PBIS is accounted for in the
perception of classroom.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
Teacher perception of Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) and teacher
perception of classroom control of middle school teachers is important to analyze at schools with
different levels of fidelity of implementation of PBIS because it helps gives educators insight as
to what work needs to be conducted to improve their program. The relationship between teacher
perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control of middle school teachers is also
important to analyze because it gives insight as to what makes a teacher more relational to their
students. The purpose of PBIS is to promote a positive school culture and the perception of
teachers is important in creating that environment (Dwarika, 2019; Feuerborn et al., 2019;
Feuerborn & Tyre, 2017; Kimball et al., 2017; Wienen et al., 2018). This chapter discusses the
results of the research pertaining to current literature and theory. The implications of the study
are discussed, as well as the limitations to the study. This chapter concludes with suggestions for
future research.
Discussion
The first purpose of this study was to determine the difference between middle school
teacher perception of PBIS at schools scoring low, moderate, and high for implementation
fidelity and whether there is a difference between middle school teacher perception of classroom
control at schools scoring low, moderate, and high for implementation fidelity of PBIS; the
second purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between teacher perception to
PBIS and teacher attitudes and beliefs of classroom control. To address the purpose for the study,
two research questions were raised. A null hypothesis was drafted for each research question and
surveys were sent out to participants to answer the questions.
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Research Question 1
The first research question addressed the first purpose of the study. The question was
whether teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control were different at
schools scoring high, moderate, and low for implementation fidelity. Two surveys were used to
gather data, the Staff Perceptions of Behavior and Discipline Survey (SPBD) (which measures
teacher perception of all elements that support the PBIS framework at a school) and the Behavior
and Instructional Management Scale (BIMS) (which measures classroom control, characterized
by how teachers manage classroom behaviors and instructional behaviors). The surveys were
sent to six middle schools in a low-income elementary school district, based on a convenience
sample.
The results of the surveys showed that there was no significant difference in teacher
perception of PBIS and classroom control based on whether the school had high, moderate, or
low PBIS implementation fidelity (F (4, 134) = 1.006, p = 0.407; Wilk’s Λ = 0.943, partial η2 =
0.029). Their overall perception of PBIS was high, with the average score at 74.63% and a
medium perception of classroom control, with an average score of 56.65%. The schools with the
highest TFI score had a lower perception of PBIS, with an average of 72.60% and a higher
perception of classroom control at 57.88%, while the schools with the lower TFI score had a
higher perception of PBIS, with an average of 76.90% and a lower perception of classroom
control, with an average of 55.45%. The schools with the moderate TFI score were in the middle
with an average of 75.83% for perception of PBIS and 55.75% of classroom control.
There were no extreme outliers, and many of the teachers answered the questions similarly,
regardless of which level of implementation fidelity. This is interesting especially because the
average score for perception of PBIS was at 74.63% and not 95%-100%, which would suggest
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that even at the schools with higher implementation, the teachers are still not fully happy with
the framework. However, most teachers had a perception of classroom control at 56.65% so that
means that they have high classroom control but also use collaborative strategies. If there had
been a lower score, that would mean they did not value classroom control at all. The mid-range
score shows that the middle school teachers, in general, have more of a balance between control
and a less structured, student centered, environment in their classroom.
The Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) was the instrument the school district used to
measure the fidelity to implementation of the schools. The overall TFI score for implementation
fidelity at all three tiers was the score that was used to separate the schools by high, moderate,
and low implementation fidelity. The results of this study might have been different if only the
score for implementation fidelity at the first tier or at the second two tiers was utilized. It is
possible that the schools had high fidelity to implementation at tier 1, but not high
implementation overall and all three tiers. Another measure of fidelity, such as the SET tool (Pas
et al., 2019), might have given a different outcome for fidelity of implementation for the 6
schools that participated in the study.
The main theory behind PBIS is applied behavior analysis (Baer et al., 1968). In applied
behavior analysis, the context of the students’ behavior is important in the study of that behavior
(Baer et al., 1968). Analysis of the behaviors should be conducted as they naturally occur in the
environment (Bar et al., 1968). This directly applies to the perception of classroom control. The
middle school participants all had a similar view of classroom control that allowed students some
freedom in their classroom, while maintaining high standards for behavior. The middle ground
on this survey shows that the participants felt they could manage behaviors as they arose in their
classrooms. PBIS is more than just analyzing behaviors, however. PBIS is grounded in the
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prevention of problem behaviors by developing school wide systems of positive interventions
and supports for students that are implemented by all stakeholders (Car et al., 2002; Sugai &
Horner, 2006). This current study shows that merely by creating the framework and beginning to
implement PBIS, there is a positive impact on a teacher’s perception, regardless of fidelity to
implementation.
Research has been conducted that shows that the PBIS framework can be abandoned after
three years and that middle and high schools tend to abandon PBIS more than elementary
schools (McIntosh et al., 2016). Mathews et al. (2014) found that to sustain PBIS over time, the
framework must be implemented school wide. This current study showed that even at different
fidelity levels, teachers can still have a positive perception of PBIS. This raises the question as to
why PBIS could still be abandoned at the middle school level if teachers have a more positive
perception at all fidelity levels.
Sørlie et al. (2016) found that there is a direct connection between fidelity of
implementation and PBIS. Over a three-year time period of implementing PBIS, teacher selfefficacy increased, and collective efficacy increased school wide (Sørlie et al., 2016). This
correlates with the idea that all three levels of implementation had high scores of teacher
perception of PBIS and moderate levels of classroom control. Teachers were mostly satisfied
with PBIS and did not feel the need to be overly controlling in their classrooms. All the schools
had been implementing PBIS for over three years, so this supports the research of Sørlie et al.
(2016).
Perception has been studied as being directly related to implementation of PBIS.
Feuerborn et al. (2019) and Houchens et al. (2017) found that when teachers have a negative
perception of PBIS there are barriers to implementation while Wienen et al. (2018) found that if
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teachers have a negative perception of student behavior, they will not implement PBIS
successfully. These studies help understand the results of the current study. The teachers had a
moderate view of student discipline, or classroom control, which means they believed in a
balanced approach to classroom management. This points to a more positive view of student
behavior. However, the average for all schools of perception of PBIS was only approximately
74.63%, which shows that there is not an incredibly high view of PBIS by the average middle
school teacher sample. The opposing perceptions explain why the fidelity level did not have an
impact on perception from the sample. While Feuerborn et al. (2019) and Houchens et al. (2017)
state that a negative perception of PBIS can cause a barrier, Wienen et al. (2018) points out that
if teachers have a positive perception of student behavior, they have a better perception of PBIS.
These differing viewpoints show why the teachers scored similarly whether their school was
high, moderate, or low. Sørlie et al. (2016) points out that over three years’ time teacher selfefficacy increases, which could lead to a more positive perception, regardless of level of fidelity
of implementation.
Interestingly, Kimball et al. (2017) stated that by implementing PBIS at a school there is
a change in the culture between adults and students, ultimately leading to a positive change on
campus. The reverse, teacher apathy and frustration, causes a barrier toward implementing a
positive school culture and climate (Dwarika, 2019). The BIMS results show that the middle
school teachers surveyed had a moderate view of classroom control that is balanced between
extreme classroom control and extreme freedom to students. This means that the teachers
perceive themselves as both facilitators of lessons, yet also the adult in charge of the classroom.
This supports positive implementation of PBIS.
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There is still the question as to why the teachers had similar perceptions of PBIS and
classroom control when they were all at schools with implementation levels of high, moderate,
and low. Fogerty et al. (2014) found in their research that while fidelity to implementation was
important, it was also important to analyze the quality of implementation, how often
interventions are used, how students are responding to the interventions, and the different levels
of differentiation. This study only analyzed overall fidelity of implementation of PBIS to
individual teachers’ perception of PBIS and individual teachers’ perception of classroom control.
Crawford et al. (2012) and Harn et al. (2013) also state that when examining fidelity, the
structure and process must also be analyzed. This gives an explanation as to why all the levels of
perception were similar across all the middle schools; only the TFI score was utilized for the
research, varying levels of program were not considered in the analysis. In order to have a more
thorough picture, it would be important to examine all aspects of the program and not just rely on
one measure of fidelity to the framework.
The second research question addressed the issue of the relationship between teacher
perception of classroom control and teacher perception of PBIS. This question supports the first
research question by giving insight as to why the perception was the same at all three levels of
implementation. The negative relationship between the two could help explain why this
occurred.
Research Question 2
The second research question asked whether there is a relationship between teacher
perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control. This question was asked
because it could play a role in fidelity of implementation of PBIS and in creating a positive
school culture. The results of the Pearson Product-Moment correlation were that the null
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hypothesis should be rejected, r (71) = -0.34, p = 0.004. The results of the correlation were
negative, r (71) = -0.34. The higher the perception of PBIS, the lower the perception of
classroom control. This means that when a participant rated their perception of PBIS high, their
perception of classroom control was low. What this points out is that teachers who are fully on
board with PBIS also believe in being a facilitator in their classroom as opposed to the
controlling teacher. Schools with high implementation of PBIS had teachers with a more positive
perception of classroom management (Houchens et al., 2017). When fidelity of implementation
increased, positive perception increased (Houchens et al., 2017). This is similar to the current
results that show as positive perception of PBIS increases, perception of classroom control
decreases.
Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory, ecological systems theory, was created to explain the
interconnected relationship between the individual and the environment. This theory describes
the different levels of interconnectedness within an individual (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Using a
student as an example, the theory connects the student to the family at the first level, the student
to the school as the second level, the student to the outside environment as the third level, and the
last level being the impact of changes over time for the student (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). This is
important to examine when looking at the relationship of teacher perception of PBIS and teacher
perception of classroom control, because the teacher has a direct impact on the student. The
negative correlation points to being a positive impact on the student, based on Bronfenbrenner’s
theory. The way a teacher perceives PBIS and classroom control directly impacts students. The
higher the perception of PBIS and the lower the perception of classroom control, creates a more
positive environment for the student. This would be a classroom environment that supports
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positive change for the student as well as allowing the student more freedom to explore in the
classroom.
Skinner’s (1937) theory of operant conditioning is the theory that behavior can be
changed in response to a stimulus that reinforces that behavior. This means that behavior can be
reinforced either positively (praise, incentives) or negatively (punishment, taking things away).
PBIS supports the idea of positive reinforcement to change behavior (Bradshaw et al., 2015).
The higher the perception of PBIS, the lower the perception of classroom control. This shows
that when teachers have a lower perception of classroom control, they are more willing to use
positives to reinforce behaviors as opposed to strict discipline systems, such as negative
reinforcement. The negative correlation between PBIS and classroom control supports Skinner’s
(1937) theory that behavior can be changed in response to a stimulus because the teachers
perceive this to be true. Perception is the driving force behind how a teacher behaves in the
classroom (Kelm & McIntosh, 2012).
The implementation of PBIS can help reframe the mindset of a teacher and help teachers
view students positively (Kimball et al., 2017). This supports the correlation between teacher
perception of PBIS and the teacher perception of classroom control. When teachers are not
prepared to deal with classroom behavior, they have a negative perspective that could lead to
apathy and frustration (Dwarka, 2019). This current study shows that when a teacher has a more
negative view of PBIS they have a higher view of classroom control. Controlled, strictly
structured classrooms, in which teachers send students out for discipline are not effective
(Mathews et al., 2014). Classrooms in which a teacher utilizes materials appropriate for the level
of students in the classroom, as well as differentiating for student needs, allows for more
effective implementation of PBIS (Mathews et al., 2014). While the effect size of this research
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was small, this current study supports this research because teachers who use less classroom
control, allowing for group work and more freedoms for students, have a higher perception of
PBIS, making them more likely to have a positive classroom environment, thus increasing a
positive school culture.
Implications
This study has many implications to add to existing theory, research, and practice. Each
of these different implications will be examined to analyze the impact they have in working
conditions, the environment, and the lives of those in education. It is important to understand the
implications of the research to fully comprehend the importance of the research.

Implications for Theory
PBIS is grounded in applied behavior analysis. Applied behavior analysis is the practice
of analyzing changes in behavior while those behaviors are naturally occurring in the
environment (Sugai & Horner, 2006). The focus of PBIS is changing school culture to create a
positive climate that impacts students’ behavior positively (Carr et al., 2002; Sugai & Horner,
2006). This study analyzed teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom
control at schools scoring high, moderate, and low for implementation fidelity of PBIS.
Current literature states that teacher perception directly impacts successful
implementation of PBIS (Dwarika, 2019; Feuerborn et al., 2019; Feuerborn & Tyre, 2017;
Kimball et al., 2017; Wienen et al., 2018) and can be a barrier toward successful implementation.
Current literature also supports the theory that implementation of PBIS can help reframe the
negative mindset of a teacher toward a positive mindset, in which the teachers begin to view a
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student positively, rather than negatively (Kimball et al., 2017). This study adds to the literature
because it shows that the higher perception a teacher has a PBIS, the lower the perception has of
classroom control, which creates a positive environment for the student. While all the varying
levels of implementation had similar scores for teacher perception of PBIS and classroom
control, the results still support the theory that behavior should be analyzed while naturally
occurring in the environment. As stated by Kelm and McIntosh (2012), schools that implement
PBIS have teachers with a higher self-efficacy than schools that do not implement PBIS. The act
of simply implementing PBIS could create the positive mindsets.
Empirical Implications
This study adds to the research literature because it is a quantitative study. Perception is
often analyzed qualitatively and several research studies regarding teacher perception of PBIS
exist that have uncovered the connection between teacher perception of PBIS and fidelity of
implementation (Bambara et al., 2012; George et al., 2018; Hershfeldt et al., 2012; Jean-Pierre &
Drummond, 2018; Kimball et al., 2017; Maier et al., 2018). This study utilized middle school
teachers as the participants because Lee and Gage (2019), based on their meta-analysis, stated
that more research should be conducted specifically at middle schools and McIntosh, Mercer,
Nese et al. (2016) found that PBIS tends to be abandoned more at middle schools. This study
shows that middle school teachers can have a positive perception of PBIS and a moderate
perception of classroom control, regardless of fidelity of implementation level.
This quantitative research study adds to the literature by showing that teacher perception
of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control have a negative correlation. This is
important for the literature because it gives schools that are struggling with classroom
management key insights as to how to increase management in their classrooms. If the
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perception of PBIS increases, then teachers are more willing to let go of some of the strict
control in their classrooms, leading to a student centered instead of teacher centered
environment.
Implications for Practice
Implementation fidelity has been shown to be important to the success of implementing
the framework of PBIS (Duhon et al., 2008; King-Sears et al., 2018). This study analyzed teacher
perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control at schools rated high, moderate,
and low for implementation fidelity. All three levels scored almost the same for both perception
of PBIS and perception of classroom control. This adds to the practical significance because it
shows that implementing PBIS for more three years or more can give teachers a positive
perception of PBIS and a moderate perception of classroom control. The second research
question helps to expand upon this significance: the higher the perception of PBIS, the lower the
perception of classroom control. The average of the surveys was around 75% for PBIS and 56%
for classroom control. This data shows administrators that if they want a more welcoming
environment for their students, they need to still increase teacher’s perception of PBIS. This data
suggests that the adults are going through the motions to gain some level of fidelity, but they are
not 100% committed to making the positive change, and this is at all levels of implementation
fidelity.
This research is important for school administrators because it is known that positive
perception of PBIS and fidelity to the framework lead to positive student outcomes (King-Sears
et al., 2018). This means that teachers need to understand how to have fidelity to the
implementation of PBIS. The results of the survey show that the middle school participants on
had about a 75% positivity rating for PBIS. This shows that school PBIS teams need to work
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harder at creating a positive view of PBIS to lower classroom control and have classrooms and a
school that embody a culture of positivity.
Limitations
Due to the findings and implications of this study, the limitations must be examined. This
study was conducted at the end of the 2021 school year. Potentially due in part to the trauma of
the COVID-19 pandemic (Truzoli et al., 2021), only a few teachers responded to the surveys
when they were initially sent. At the end of the school year, 125 surveys were sent out and it
took over two months to obtain 71 survey responses. This meant that there was an unequal
number of survey responses for the schools scoring high (33 responses), moderate (17
responses), and low (21 responses). The assumptions were still met in the data analysis, but this
unequal grouping could have had an impact on the results. This researcher was not able to reject
the null hypothesis on the first research question because there was no significant result. The
second null hypothesis had a small effect size, which could also be due to the low response of
surveys.
Another limitation to this study was the use of the TFI score from the 2019-2020 school
year. At the time of research, this was the most current score. There is the possibility that the
score changed, either improved or declined in the 2020-2021 school year. The only data the
district had at the time of this research was for that school year. This could have had a negative
impact on the results.
This study utilized a convenience sample of middle school teachers in a low-income
elementary school (K-8) district. Due to the low survey responses and the COVID-19 pandemic
(which had a traumatic impact on teachers; see Truzoli et al., 2021), these results might not be
easily generalizable outside this research situation. Due to the results showing that the majority
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the middle school teachers who took the survey had similar responses for perception of
classroom control and perception of PBIS, this study cannot be generalized to the general
population of middle school teachers.
Recommendations for Future Research
The following list describes recommendations for future research due to the results of the
study:
1. Further research needs to be conducted regarding teacher perception of PBIS and teacher
perception of classroom control on a broader audience. There needs to be a greater
sample size than 71 teachers. It also should be conducted in a variety of middle schools,
not just one district that has a specific focus of PBIS.
2. Further research needs to be conducted regarding teacher perception of PBIS and teacher
perception of classroom control during a non-pandemic year. It would be important to see
if the perception of teachers changes when there is not a high level of stress amongst
teachers due to a world-wide pandemic.
3. Further research should be conducted regarding teacher perception of PBIS and teacher
perception of classroom control utilizing a mixed method study, so that anecdotal
observations can be made to support the different perceptions. Deeper analysis needs to
support the levels of fidelity to implementation.
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Appendix E
Middle School Request for Permission
Dear [administrator],
Thank you for agreeing to let me recruit teachers from your school to take part in my
research study. Please send me a list of teachers from your school site that meet the following
criteria:
 Adults age 18 or older
 Middle School Teacher
 PBIS Trained
I look forward to receiving the list so that I may recruit the teachers for my study. Thank you
for your time.

Sincerely,
Alicia Tuttle
Doctoral Student
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Appendix G
Script for Recruitment Video
Hello Teachers!
My name is Alicia Tuttle and I am a doctoral student at Liberty University. I will be conducting
research to fulfil the requirements of my doctoral program and I would love to have your help
with this research. The purpose of my study is to determine if there is a relationship between
fidelity of implementation of Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) to teacher
perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control. I will also find what the
relationship is between teacher perception of PBIS and teacher perception of classroom control.
If you consent to my study, you will be asked to take two surveys. This will take no longer than
15 to 20 minutes of your time. Surveys will be completely anonymous and no personal,
identifying information will be collected. Consent information will be sent via email. I would
really appreciate your help in conducting my research. Thank you!



